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ABSTRACT IN ENGLISH 
 
Taking its point of departure in an interpretation of Benedict 
Anderson’s notion of the nation-state as imagined, limited and 
sovereign, this project seeks to uncover the ways in which the 
Roma minority can be seen as challenging the European nation-
state, both on the abstract conceptual level and on the level of the 
actual encounter. The analyses reveal that the Roma in fact 
challenge the nation-state on both levels, and it is also argued that 
by not abiding by Anderson three parameters, the Roma 
challenges the nation-state to much greater extent than minorities 
that do. 
 
SUMMARY IN DANISH 
 
Målet med dette projekt er at undersøge den europæiske 
nationalstat som koncept og dens relation til minoritetsgruppen 
kaldet Roma. I dette projekt er nationalstaten, ifølge Benedict 
Anderson teori, defineret som et forestillet fællesskab, der er 
begrænset og suverænt. Nationalstaten, som et forestillet 
fællesskab, er yderligere suppleret af Edward Saids teori om 
’otherness’, der er tilsigtet at beskrive, hvordan konstruktionen af 
fremmedhed både inden for og uden for nationalstaten er med til 
at opretholde ideen om det forestillede fællesskab. For at sætte 
nationalstaten i et nutidigt perspektiv – og dermed give anledning 
til en analyse af Romaernes relation til nationalstaten i dag – vil 
nogle af Jürgen Habermas’ argumenter for nationalstatens 
nutidssvarende ufordringer blive kort tilrettelagt. Romaerne vil 
efterfølgende blive præsenteret og analyseret i en todelt analyse. 
Den første del vil belyse Romaernes manglende villighed til at 
gruppere i forhold til nationalstatsbegrebets parametre, som et 
forestillet fællesskab, der er begrænset og suverænt, og hvordan 
dette er i strid med nationalstatsbegrebet. Den anden del af 
analysen tager udgangspunkt i det faktiske møde mellem 
Romaerne og nationalstaten. Her undersøges den rolle, som 
Romaernes manglende anerkendelse af nationalstatsbegrebet 
spiller i forhold til den faktiske udfordring, de udgør for 
nationalstatens funktionsdygtighed. Eksempler fra forskellige 
europæiske nationalstater vil blive taget op for at belyse den 
europæiske nationalstat som en enhed frem for at fokusere på én 
specifik nationalstat. Til slut vil en diskussion tage disse aspekter 
op og overveje, hvorvidt der er en sammenhæng mellem 
Romaernes mangel på gruppering og deres faktiske udfordring af 
nationalstaten. Dette lægger op til en refleksion over, hvorvidt 
Romaerne præsenterer en større udfordring for nationalstaten end 
minoriteter, der anerkender nationalstatsbegrebet som et 
forestillet fællesskab, der er begrænset og suverænt, og hvorvidt 
Romaerne kan samleve med nationalstaten uden at anerkende 
disse parametre. Projektet konkluderer, at Romaernes mangel på 
gruppering ikke bare er i modstrid med nationalstatens 
funktionsdygtighed, men også nationalstatsbegrebet i sig selv. 
Dette resulterer i, at Romaerne har meget begrænsede muligheder 
for at kunne indgå i enhver form for sammenhæng opbygget 
omkring nationalstatsbegrebet. I denne sammenhæng kan det 
yderligere konkluderes, at eftersom overnationale instanser som 
EU også kan tolkes som værende et forestillet fællesskab 
bestående af de europæiske nationalstater, er Romaernes 
mulighed for inklusion i denne tilsvarende vanskelig. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In the world of today, nation-states commonly make up our 
understanding of how to divide and understand the world 
and organize its inhabitants. Though the conception of the 
nation-state as a limited geopolitical, sovereign unit has only 
become a legitimate term 'recently' (acquiring relevance and 
significance only throughout the last two hundred years), 
there is a naturalized perception that the world is best 
understood in the context of nation-states as representing the 
demarcations of sovereign territories. However, although 
these national territories are comprised of a diversity of 
ethnic groups and cultures, they are often perceived as being 
homogeneous cultural entities; national culture is seen as 
being deeply rooted in its national territory. Ethnic diversity 
is thus understood in contrast to the naturalized idea of a 
majority culture and ethnic groups are expected to exist and 
act in accordance with the parameters of which the nation-
state is build upon: as perceiving the nation-state as a 
sovereign and limited community of people sharing a culture 
connected to their territorial nation. Instead of continuously 
accepting the common-sense idea that nation-states are the 
logical units by which to organize the world, it is relevant to 
consider and possibly reevaluate the legitimacy of the 
concept of nation-states.  
 
In Europe, as results of globalization, migration and border-
crossing has become increasingly easy with the 
implementation of treaties and policies such as the Schengen 
Agreement (allowing free internal border movement 
between the participating European countries). Additionally, 
the individual European nation-states are increasingly 
embedded into international contexts that of inter- and 
supranational institutions or even non-national actors. 
Increased migration, and the now European acknowledged 
notion that the nation-states should respect their ethnic 
diversity, forces the nation-states to find strategies to cope 
with the diverse minorities living within the national 
territory to ensure the nation-state's reproduction. In this 
context of globalization, the validity of the nation-state 
concept has been reassessed extensively. However, this 
project seeks to provide a new perspective to the challenge 
of the concept of nation-state by looking at the Roma. The 
imperative of this project is to closer examine the Roma: a 
minority group spread throughout the world with the largest 
concentrated populations in Europe. A commonly accepted 
part of reality is that the Roma face problems in terms of 
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being integrated into the European nation-states and are 
often discriminated against. Given the Roma's social 
situation within Europe has proven to be a difficult issue to 
handle for the European nation-states, along with the 
dispersal of Roma throughout Europe and the fact that the 
Roma do not possess a homogeneous culture connected to a 
national territory, these are the primary factors that initiated 
this project’s investigation of the relationship between the 
Roma and the European nation-state to attempt to uncover 
whether or not the Roma challenge the nation-state 
differently than other minorities.  
 
PROBLEM DEFINITION 
While possibly challenging the nation-state in the same way 
as any other minority, the Roma’s lack of territory is 
interesting to look at in order to gain insight into the relation 
between the nation-state and the Roma and whether or not 
this complicates the co-existence of the two. Benedict 
Anderson’s overall notion of a ‘nation’, (and in this context 
also a nation-state) as being an imagined community rooted 
in the ideas of territorial limitations and sovereignty, will be 
used to review if the Roma are indeed a such extraordinary 
minority group that they are incompatible with the nation-
state concept and whether or not this could help explain the 
continuous articulation of a problematic relationship 
between the Roma and the nation-state. The main problem 
statement and working questions of the project are thus: 
 
HOW CAN THE ROMA BE SEEN TO CHALLENGE THE 
EUROPEAN NATION-STATE? 
  
WORKING QUESTIONS: 
- Taking departure in Benedict Anderson’s theory of 
the imagined community how can the nation-state be 
conceptualized? 
- Does there in fact exist a group that falls under the 
category ‘Roma’? 
- Do the Roma imagine a community according to 
Benedict Anderson’s theory? 
- Does their particular way of imagining challenge the 
nation-state? 
- How does the actual encounter between the Roma 
and the nation-state challenge the latter? 
- Compared theoretically to other minorities do the 
Roma challenge the nation-state differently? 
- If so, do they challenge it in a more compromising 
manner? 
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METHODOLOGY AND DELIMITATIONS 
 
The following section will account for the methodological 
considerations that form the foundation of this project. The 
first methodological factor that need to be acknowledged is 
that the term ‘Roma’ will be used as the signifier throughout 
the project for the purpose of simplification; as will be 
elaborated on in the first part of the analysis (The Roma as 
an imagined community) in the second chapter, it is a 
heavily contested category due to, first and foremost, the 
heterogeneity of the group but also due to the fact that the 
term ‘Roma’, in spite of originally merely referring to a sub-
category of the Romani peoples, is in fact generally being 
used as addressing a far greater collection of distinct ethnic 
groups. However, although this project’s use of the term 
‘Roma’ means a de facto discursive reproduction of the 
contested category (as being just one actual ethnic group), 
making the distinction between the groups in the project 
would not be viable since it could entail an endless line of 
argumentation for each different sub-group and would 
further be out of context with the general pan-European 
discourse on the ‘Roma’. Therefore, in order to make use of 
a broad variety of literature, which addresses both the actual 
sub-group and the broader ‘Romani group’, and to make a 
delimited, streamlined argument throughout the project, the 
term ‘Roma’, describing the Romani people as an imagined 
whole, is most fitting for explaining the problem field of the 
project. Thus, as a consequence, since the term ‘Roma’ is 
most often used as a signifier for a wide range of different 
Romani and ethnic groups, the project will address the term 
‘Roma’ in this wide sense of the word for analytical 
purposes. To make clear when the discursive construction of 
a collected ‘Roma’ minority is being discussed and referred 
to, quotation marks will be used. Secondly, it must be noted 
that the reason for the selected European perspective on the 
relation between the nation-state and the Roma is due to the 
Roma primarily residing within Europe. Thus most 
empirical and academic data focuses on the European 
context and combined with the fact that the Roma are part of 
the European Union’s official agenda, the most interesting 
circumstances to look at are those of Europe. 
 
THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 
The theory will be divided into two parts; firstly, a main 
section which seeks to give a thorough introduction to the 
notion of nation-state. This notion of nation-state will be a 
fundamental concept throughout the project. Secondly, a 
short presentation of the contemporary challenges, which the 
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presence of minorities pose to the nation-states on a daily 
basis, is included in order to facilitate a more extensive and 
nuanced discussion of the ways in which the Roma 
challenge the nation-state concept. The main theoretical 
foundation for this project is Benedict Anderson’s 
articulation of the ‘nation’ being an imagined community, 
which is ‘imagined’ as ‘limited’ and ‘sovereign’. Anderson 
wrote his book ‘Imagined Communities’ in 1983, and his 
contribution to the nation as a field of study has been 
significant and has provided valuable insight in suggesting 
what makes up and sustains a nation. As it will be argued, 
the three categorizations Anderson puts forward (imagined, 
limited, sovereign) can be translated into the political realm 
of the ‘nation-state’ since they refer to a territorially limited 
and sovereign imagined community; concepts that are 
political to some extent and relate very much to the concept 
of ‘nation-state’. Thus when the term ‘nation-state’ is 
mentioned throughout the project, Anderson’s theory will be 
used as relating not only to the ‘nation’ but also 
accumulatively to the ‘nation-state’ as both a cultural and 
socio-political unit. In relation to Benedict Anderson’s 
theory, Edward Said’s concept of ‘otherness’ will be 
included to complement Anderson’s theory and to further 
explain the underlying processes of imagining the nation-
state. Said’s theory seeks to elaborate on how a community 
can be strengthened through the construction of an 
'otherness' contrasting that community. It will be argued that 
‘otherness’ is an implicit concept in Benedict Anderson’s 
theory of the nation – and thereby arguably also the nation-
state – as imagined, limited and sovereign as the nation-state 
is also imagined as being the manager of controlling that 
'otherness' and sustaining social stability within the nation-
state. Thus, our choice to include both theoreticians serves 
the purpose of construct an elaborate understanding of the 
nation-state as a conceptual unit. 
 
To be able to discuss the case of the Roma in the 
contemporary setting of modern nation-states, it is only 
natural for the project to include a section, which describes 
the challenges that nation-states are faced with as a result of 
globalization. This short description will focus on the effect 
that globalization processes have had on the nation-state in 
relation to minorities and migration. Jürgen Habermas’ 
thoughts, which he put forward in his 2001 essay collection 
‘The Postnational Constellation: Political Essays’, thus 
moves beyond the primarily internal processes that both 
Benedict Anderson and Edward Said focus on in their view 
of the making of a nation (and arguably a nation-state) since 
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Habermas’ focus is on the external factors that add pressure 
to the concept of the nation-state. The section will be 
structured in accordance with Benedict Anderson’s 
principles of imagined, limited and sovereign and 
furthermore shortly reflect on Edward Said’s ‘otherness’. 
The thoughts presented in the section featuring Habermas 
will be used in the discussion in order to reflect on if the 
ways in which the Roma challenge both the nation-state 
concept and its practical function are different from the 
challenges that globalization processes have facilitated 
minorities in general to pose to the nation-state. 
 
As has been stated thus far, the main theoretical foundation 
of the project will be provided by Benedict Anderson with 
support from Edward Said. It therefore follows that the 
results yielded in the analysis are only valid in relation to 
this specifically delimited theoretical point of departure and 
may not prove realistic in other theoretical frameworks. 
Furthermore, due to Benedict Anderson’s theory of the 
nation as imagined, limited and sovereign is used in the 
wider sense of covering not only the cultural unit of the 
‘nation’, but the entire cultural-political unit of the ‘nation-
state’, combined with the fact that Edward Said and Jürgen 
Habermas’ theories used apart from their full theoretical 
context, naturally a larger margin for error occurs than had 
the theories been used in their individual entirety. However, 
though the selective use of theory serves the purpose of 
distinctively explaining the specific problem field in focus 
of this project, the overall theoretical profile of this project is 
not necessarily equivalent to the original authors’ overall 
proposed use of the original theories. 
 
THE ANALYTICAL APPROACH 
In translating the theory foundation (of nation-state) into a 
practical analysis of the ways in which the Roma challenge 
the European nation-state, the analysis section will also be 
divided into two sections in order to focus on the two 
parameters that are assessed to be paramount ways in which 
the Roma can challenge the nation-state; the dimension of 
the abstract conceptual base of the nation-state, nation-
statehood – and the dimensions covering the actual 
encounter between the Roma and the nation-state. In light of 
the dual nature of the challenges to nation-state, the 
collected analysis becomes interdisciplinary since it focuses 
on both an abstract theoretical level and on the practical 
factual level. The division seeks to clarify the multi-faceted 
nature of the encounter between the Roma and the nation-
state and both analyses will consistently reflect on the results 
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in accordance with Benedict Anderson’s notion of the 
nation-state as imagined, limited and sovereign 
complemented by Said’s notion of 'otherness', since these 
principles are used in this project as comprising both the 
cultural and political factors that are pivotal in constructing a 
nation-state.  
 
On a different note, economy and economic considerations 
are also of utmost importance to the nation-state, since the 
well being of – and thereby also continuous support from - 
its inhabitants is contingent upon economic stability and 
security. However, as economic considerations function as 
an underlying factor in both the cultural and especially 
social and political dimension of the nation-state and 
because the impact the Roma has on the economic cohesion 
of the nation-state is not nearly as conspicuous and 
articulated, the aspect is only touched upon briefly and 
infrequently in the second part of the analysis  since this part 
of the analysis focuses on the actual practical encounter 
between the Roma and the European nation-state. It 
naturally follows that since economic implications of the 
Roma is in no way investigated in depth, a complete 
understanding of the complexities of the encounter between 
the Roma and the European nation state cannot be provided. 
The categorization of an ‘imagined nation-state majority’, as 
mentioned in the analysis when referring to the imagined 
community of the nation-state, relates to hegemonic power 
structures as it is the nation-state that has the power and 
dominance to articulate such classification. A pivotal focus 
in the project rests on the Roma imagining themselves 
according to different parameters (than imagined, limited 
and sovereign) than the nation-state. However, the reasons 
why the nation-state is able to more legitimately articulate 
group classifications – such as the Roma as one ethnic group 
or a themselves as a naturally perceived national majority – 
than the Roma themselves will not be elaborated on. The 
decision for this is the delimited scope of the project, which 
effectively attempts to highlight the factors for the Roma’s 
contemporary social and political situation in relation to the 
nation-state rather than any of either independently. 
 
Neither of the two analyses will be build on first-hand 
knowledge of the Roma; that is, neither will be built on 
literature and knowledge produced within and by the Roma 
community, as this has proven virtually impossible to 
accumulate with satisfactory depth and authenticity. It will 
not be discussed whether the absence of Roma scholarly 
literature reflects a lack of recognition of the broad term 
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‘Roma’ on behalf of the group, though it is a striking feature 
which definitely adds to the invalidity of the term. Naturally, 
the lack of self-generated knowledge entails a great room for 
misinterpretation in the making of the literature and it may 
entail that certain attributes are unjustifiably ascribed to the 
Roma, not to mention the dangers involved in using the 
category in too broad a sense since it comprises a 
heterogeneous combination of several groups. As a result of 
this bias, source criticism has been of utmost importance in 
the choice of literature.  
 
The first part of the analysis seeks to uncover whether 
members of the Roma community across Europe do in fact 
imagine themselves as a ‘nation’ as according to Benedict 
Anderson’s terminology; that is, if they at all imagine 
themselves as a collective territorially limited, sovereign 
community which they are often perceived as being, 
arguably, as a result of the pan-European discourse of them 
as such. Naturally, this part of the analysis will also 
deliberate on how the Roma’s way of (not) imagining 
themselves according to the nation-state parameters 
challenges the European nation-states. To more effectively 
facilitate a discussion of the concept of nation-state, the term 
‘nation-statehood’ will be used as referring to the set of 
ideas that make up the concept of ‘nation-state’: Benedict 
Anderson’s three parameters of imagined, limited and 
sovereign. 
 
The focus of the second part of the analysis is on the ways in 
which the Roma community, by virtue of their distinctive 
way of (not) imagining themselves as a community and 
organize politically, challenge the social cohesion and 
political function of their 'host nation-states' in the actual 
encounter between the two groups. Thus it builds on certain 
aspects of the first section of the analysis. The second part 
will include a deliberation of the Roma's encounter with the 
nation-state with regard to the challenges that this may entail 
for the latter both on a theoretical and practical level. Here, 
both the discursive and practical level of the encounter will 
be analyzed. In order to highlight the prevalence and validity 
of Benedict Anderson’s principles (imagined limited and 
sovereign) as the cornerstones of the nation-state as a 
concept and its practical function, brief examples of 
discourse strands from different European countries that 
arguably display the general discursive representation of 
Roma are included. However, due to the limited scope of 
this project no full discourse will be unraveled; on the 
contrary, a general critical pan-European discourse on the 
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Roma will simply be assumed for analytical purposes. 
Challenges for the nation-state implied in 'Roma as a social 
problem' will be the common theme of that section, covering 
its discursive and more practical dimension, discrimination, 
and political implications. Furthermore the relation between 
the nation-state and the European Union will be examined 
since the Roma, being on the official EU-agenda, affect the 
nation-state status as an imagined, limited and sovereign 
entity.  
 
Literature from several authors will be used in this analysis 
in order to be able to argue that the Roma have a consistent 
way of perceiving themselves and being perceived and to 
obtain information regarding the encounter between the 
Roma and the nation-state which will then be interpreted in 
the light of how it entails different challenges to the nation-
state concept and its practical functioning. The four authors 
Peter Vermeersch, Elena Marushiakova, Martin Kovats, and 
Aidan McGarry are used the most and it therefore seems 
appropriate to consider their credibility. Peter Vermeersch is 
a full professor at the Institute for International and 
European Policy of the K.U. Leuven University in Belgium. 
He holds two MAs in Cultural Studies and East European 
Studies and Slavic Languages, and a PhD in Political 
Science. As he has published a long line of literature 
regarding minorities, and Roma in particular, throughout the 
past 12 years, the project will consult his articles multiple 
times. Elena Marushiakova is an associate professor at the 
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences: Institute for Ethnology and 
Folklore Studies and Ethnographic Museum. Her field of 
occupation is Ethnography/Ethnology, Gypsy/Romani 
Studies. Though only having been active in academic 
research since 2004, her extensive line of work regarding the 
Roma has been deemed sufficient in making her a credible 
source. With a PhD in Roma Politics and 15 years of 
research and work with a wide variety of Roma 
complexities, Martin Kovats is also used very much in this 
project. His status as a credible scholar is supported by a 
range of academic positions and titles and his role as advisor 
to the office of the European Commissioner for 
Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities on the 
development of the European Roma Platform and the 
Common Basic Principles for Roma Integration. Finally, the 
research from Aidan McGarry will also be included in the 
project. As a lecturer in politics at the School of Applied 
Social Science at University of Brighton, McGarry’s PhD 
focused on the political representation of Roma in Hungary, 
Romania and the transnational political contexts and 
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throughout his career he has contributed with several articles 
to top journals and co-authored several book chapters and 
reports. In light of his body of work, McGarry has also been 
deemed a credible source. However, in spite of the 
credibility that the four authors have just been ascribed with, 
according to their contributions within the field of cultural, 
minority and Roma studies, it is further important to 
consider the authors according to their direct link to the 
subject matter of this project. An incentive of using the 
mentioned authors is the lack of access to firsthand-sources 
(since it is argued that the Roma are a immensely 
heterogeneous group with no justly representative unified 
channel of dialogue). Vibeke Ankersborg (2007), who has 
published significant work on source critical method, argues 
that though firsthand-sources are always preferable, the 
source used in examining a problem must also be considered 
from the perspective of being primary and secondary 
(Ankersborg 2007:57,59). As it has proven difficult to gain 
access to a unified representation or platform of dialogue of 
the Roma, without it being greatly misrepresenting of the 
Roma, secondhand-literature will serve as the primary 
sources in this project given that the production of own data 
is further in conflict with the project’s time and resource 
frame. It should be considered that though the authors listed 
above may attempt to highlight and examine many of the 
same themes and problems, their theories have not been 
created in the same temporal and spatial settings. This 
results in the sources' validity being compromised in 
comparison to their original form since their overall 
arguments are re-interpreted in order to facilitate the 
exploration of this project's problem field (Ankersborg 
2007:132-3). Thus within this project, the original ideas and 
arguments of the sources used may be compromising the 
original theories’ credibility in order to strengthen this 
specific project’s own investigation of the Roma. 
 
DISCUSSION AND REFLECTION 
The discussion seeks to deliberate whether the Roma’s 
particular way of (not) imagining themselves challenges the 
European nation-state differently and in a more 
compromising fashion than other minorities. This rather 
brief comparison will not focus on any particular other 
minority as it will merely discuss the differences in 
theoretical terms, again reflecting on Benedict Anderson 
three parameters as featured in the section ‘Contemporary 
challenges to the nation-state’. By opposing the results 
found in the analysis to the theoretical circumstances of 
other minorities, it becomes possible to deliberate on 
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whether the Roma – by virtue of their particular 
characteristics – pose an even bigger or different challenge 
to the nation-state concept and its practical function than 
minorities that perhaps imagine themselves more 
accordingly to Benedict Anderson’s principles (imagined, 
limited and sovereign). The discussion will therefore again 
take up Edward Said’s notion of ‘otherness’ and discuss 
whether the Roma not only function as an ‘other’ to the 
nation-state’s practical function, like any minority arguably 
does, but also as an ‘other’ to the entire concept of the 
nation-state; that is, as a ‘other’ to ‘nation-statehood’. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 1: THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: 
THE NATION-STATE 
 
The world being divided into so-called nation-states is a 
rarely questioned way of organizing the world. In order to 
analyze how Roma may challenge the naturalized idea of a 
nation-state, it is crucial to define the concept beforehand. 
The following section will therefore provide part of the 
theoretical foundation for the analysis. Benedict Anderson's 
definition of a nation will be supplemented with Edward 
Said's concept of ‘otherness’. The latter can help, firstly to 
make Anderson's idea of an imagined community more 
graspable, which presupposes an ‘other’ in contrast to the 
imagined majority of the nation-state and secondly, with 
regard to the analysis, it can help to understand the 
assumption of the Roma not abiding by the framework of 
nation-states. Although Anderson’s concept of a nation was 
first published in 1987, his idea of conceptualizing nations 
as imagined communities is, arguably, still relevant today. It 
has become a dominant concept within academia. Said's 
concept of 'otherness' is taken out of its original context and 
this project therefore does not provide the whole picture of 
Said's argumentation. Said's ‘otherness’ seems to be relevant 
to Anderson's concept of nation, although this connection 
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does not exist naturally, but has been constructed for the 
purpose of analysis. 
 
Benedict Anderson's definition of a nation reads that a 
nation “[…] is an imagined political community- and 
imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign” 
(Anderson 1991:6). Said proposes that discourse and history 
helps strengthen the notion of a distinctive 'us' and 'them'. 
Though Said contextually focuses on the Middle East (the 
Orient) as the ‘other’, the idea of ‘otherness’ can be usefully 
incorporated into better understanding the argument of how 
the nation-state is an imagined community, which is further 
imagined as limited and sovereign. Benedict Anderson's 
three parameters determining a nation (imagined, limited, 
sovereign) will be used and set in relation to Edward Said's 
concept of ‘otherness’, which will compromise the concept 
of a nation-state as an analytical device. It will be argued 
that though Anderson operates with the term nation, his 
theories also entail political factors, and therefore can be 
understood as a concept of nation-state. 
 
THE NATION AS ‘IMAGINED’ 
Anderson describes a nation as imagined, meaning it is 
above all an idea, and therefore presumes the subjective 
identification of its members with the nation. This is the 
crucial point. A nation is thus not something that exists 
naturally in space and time, but is above all an idea in the 
minds of its imagining members. A nation is imagined in the 
sense that a national member will never know most of his or 
her fellow members (Anderson 1991:6), but nevertheless he 
or she imagines their existence and feels a kind of solidarity 
for them. This is what Anderson means by the nation-state 
being imagined as a community. “Regardless of the actual 
inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the 
nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal 
comradeship” (Anderson 1991:7). For Anderson a nation is 
imagined horizontal, meaning it is not the invention of elites 
unlike Ernest Gellner (1925-1995), a philosopher and social 
anthropologist who perceives nations as top-down 
constructions (see Ernest Gellner: Nations and Nationalism 
1987), whereas Anderson perceives the nation-state to be a 
saliently horizontal imagining. To better understand how 
nation can be seen as an imagined community it makes 
sense to turn to Said's idea of ‘otherness’. In ‘Orientalism’ 
(1978) Said explains how the West has seen the ‘Orient’ 
throughout time which has further helped shaped how the 
orient is defined in the present, meaning the concept of the 
‘Orient’ has historical roots. Said simultaneously argues that 
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the West, ‘us’, is likewise defined by this distinction of 
‘otherness’. The ‘other’ is needed in order to define ‘us’, as 
the notion of ‘we’ is constituted in the relation of being 
purportedly different than the ‘other’. ‘Us’ is represented 
and understood by, 
 
“its contrasting image, idea, personality, experience 
[of the Orient and thus] Orientalism is a style of 
thought based upon an ontological and 
epistemological distinction made between "the 
Orient" and (most of the time) "the Occident 
[Westerners]” (Said 1978:2). 
 
Orientalism (the construction of 'them') and Occidentalism 
(the construction of a western 'us') are therefore both mere 
ideas and may not be presentations of what either actually 
really are: “Orientalism responded more to the culture that 
produced it than to its putative object, which was also 
produced by the West” (Said 1978:22). It is thereby 
important to note that the representation of ‘otherness’ may 
not in any way be justly accounting of reality. However, 
neither the understanding of 'us' or 'them' must be regarded 
as mere imaginaries. Both the representation of ‘them’ and 
‘us’ serve as witnesses to power structures and create a body 
of theory and practice that for many generations have had 
great influence on material investments by enabling socio-
economic and political institutions through the use of both 
representations (Said 1978:6,96). The ‘other’ is therefore a 
necessary component in imagining ‘us’. The feeling of 
belonging to a nation thus happens by means of shared 
attributes, which are perceived to be significantly different 
from those who do not belong to the national community. 
The nation is constructed in the face of other, different 
communities. Arguably, only due to the perceived 
differences between the nation and other nations, the 
community obtains value. This leads to the next aspect, 
which has been already alluded to here: the nation is 
imagined as limited. 
 
THE NATION AS ‘LIMITED’ 
Without the ‘other’ constituting demarcations of the nation, 
the nation would be endless and by that token meaningless. 
The idea of nation makes only sense if it has boundaries, 
beyond which lie other nations (Anderson 1991:7). In the 
same way the nation state is imagined as limited according 
to Anderson, Said proposes that the distinction of 
‘otherness’ is based on the idea of clearly distinguishing 
between who belong to the ideas of  'us' and 'them'. Said 
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argues that distinguishing between 'us' and 'them' is 
dependent on the historically defined idea of ‘them’. 
However, it is also defined by what strategic purposes that 
have laid ground for representing the’ otherness’ of the 
‘others’ (Said 1978:8). The ‘other’ is therefore merely a 
result of representation; i.e. the ‘other’ obtains meaning by 
being discursively constructed and being perceived as 
different. It is not real differences that matter. The aspect of 
strategic purposes will be elaborated on under the nation as 
sovereign. So the ‘other’ on the one hand functions to define 
‘us’, the nation, and on the other hand constructs 
demarcating boundaries, which limit the nation.  
 
A dimension which falls under the category of limited but 
which is not explicitly mentioned by Anderson is the aspect 
of territory. As this project deals with the Roma and among 
other things, their relation to territory it makes sense to 
include this perspective in the analytical concept of nation-
state. Moreover, concepts of the state usually include a 
defined territory as a prerequisite.  Roland Axtmann, a 
professor in Politics and International Relations at the 
University of Aberdeen whose published work mainly 
concerns the issues of democracy, globalization, macro-
political change and (international) political theory, has 
maintained that “For the past two centuries or so, the 
territorially consolidated, centralized sovereign state has 
been the dominant paradigm in western political thought 
[…]” (Axtmann 2004:259). Anderson speaks of an imagined 
political community, which arguably entails also clear 
frontiers in space, in addition to imagined borders in terms 
of community; i.e. different national communities as limited 
and separated by imagined cultural frontiers and political 
borders which are discernible on a map. It can be argued that 
these political, spatial borders are imagined to represent the 
clear demarcation between nations also in terms of culture; 
the perceived coincidence between a territorial, cultural and 
political entity.  
 
THE NATION AS ‘SOVEREIGN’ 
In relation to the two former constituents of a nation 
Anderson mentions sovereignty as a third condition to be 
fulfilled (Anderson 1991:7). Anderson does not further 
clarify his understanding of sovereignty, but arguably it can 
be understand in the way Axtmann explains it when 
referring to the concept of state: “State sovereignty meant 
that final authority within the political community lay with 
the state whose will legally, and rightfully commanded 
without being commanded by others, and whose will was 
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absolute” (Axtmann 2004:260). To imagine a nation as 
sovereign means to think of the nation as being free from 
external command, and to believe in the ability of the nation 
to act. The former entails the recognition of the nation's 
borders by other nations, while the latter can be termed 
internal sovereignty; the imagined capacity of an authority 
within the nation to enforce will and order. As said before, 
Said alludes to the strategical purposes of constructing an 
‘other’. With regard to the nation and its imagined 
sovereignty, the following can be said: 
 
To strategically represent ‘otherness’ in a certain way hints 
at underlying power structures that are equally important to 
consider. These power structures relate to the imagined 
sovereignty of the nation state, in the sense that there is an 
authority within the nation who legitimately enacts a will.  
Said argues that Orientalism is “a way of coming to terms 
with the Orient that is based on the Orient’s special place in 
the European Western experience” (Said 1978:1) and further 
that “[t]he relationship between Occident and Orient is a 
relationship of power, of domination, of varying degrees of 
a complex hegemony” (Said 1978:5). In this way, the Orient, 
or the ‘other’, is constructed in ways that help constitute 
Western (‘us’) dominance characterized by the ‘others’’ 
backwardness and inferiority to European identity and 
conceptions of nation (state) and civilization. ‘Otherness’ 
thus functions to support an imagined idea of sovereignty on 
basis of and dependent on a positional superiority. Said 
argues that imagining a domestication of the ‘other’ is a 
common relational strategy performed between both nations 
and individuals (Said 1978:60) of imagining a superiorly 
positioned ‘us’ having the right to dominate and manage the 
‘other’ (Said 1978:3). In this sense sovereign means that the 
nation is able to construct an external ‘other’ against which 
the national community is defined. The nation has the 
sovereignty to represent the ‘other’ and thereby define who 
belongs within the national community, and defining the 
nation's limits so to speak. 
 
THE NATION-STATE AS IMAGINED AS LIMITED AND SOVEREIGN 
The foregoing has made clear that the nation-state is above 
all an idea and within the analysis it will be treated as such. 
To recall Anderson's definition: a nation “[…] is an 
imagined political community- and imagined as both 
inherently limited and sovereign” (Anderson 1991:6). As 
has been said, by means of representation, which 
presupposes sovereignty, the nation imagines itself in 
contrast to ‘others’ and thereby limits itself. It has been 
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made clear that a nation-state is at once constructed bottom-
up (as a horizontally imagine community) and top-down (as 
the imagined majority of the nation-state has are the ones 
with the power to ‘other’ other groups within the nation-
state). On the one hand, members of a nation-state imagine 
their fellow members in solidarity, meaning as an imagined 
community, which is perceived as different from other 
nations. However, on the other hand Said's 
conceptualization of ‘otherness’ has made clear that power 
structures are involved within representation and that the 
latter can be used strategically to foster mechanisms of in- 
and exclusion. Representation enacted by the sovereign 
nation-state can therefore influence the perception of who is 
perceived to belong to the nation, and describe the nation-
state's limits – thus limited – beyond which ‘others’ exist. 
While ‘nation’ is usually understood as referring to a 
cultural entity, Anderson also includes political factors 
within his concept. Therefore, from here on the concept of 
nation-state will be used, to refer both to the cultural and 
political dimension, which have been outlined here. While 
this section has dealt with the definition of nation-state, the 
next section will take the clarified concept as the basis to 
discuss the perspective by Jürgen Habermas of 
contemporary challenge to nation-statehood.  
CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES TO THE NATION-STATE 
 
This text seeks to shortly highlight the external factors that 
pose challenges to the nation-state concept that has been 
outlined in the previous section; so far the theory section 
mainly focused on the internal processes that shape and 
sustain the order of the nation-state, this section will use 
some thoughts coined by Jürgen Habermas (1929-) in his 
2001 essay collection “The Postnational Constellation – 
Political Essays”. His perspective that globalization 
fundamentally challenges the relevance of the nation-state as 
a model for political organization will be used limitedly in 
order to demonstrate the effect that minorities and migration 
have on Benedict Anderson’s notion of the nation-state as 
‘imagined’, ‘limited’ and ‘sovereign’.  
 
IMAGINED 
The notion of the nation state as imagined is challenged 
many ways; first and foremost, the nation-state as 
‘imagined’ is an underlying premise of the notion of the 
nation-state as both ‘limited’ and ‘sovereign’. It therefore 
follows that everything that falls under either of those 
categories also applies to this one. As will also be touched 
upon in the next section labeled ‘Limited’, multicultural 
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policies encourage a creation of a collective political that is 
not tied to majority national culture, and Habermas argues 
that “to the degree that this decoupling of political culture 
from majority culture succeeds, the solidarity of citizens is 
shifted onto the more abstract foundation of a 
“constitutional patriotism [and] if it fails, then the collective 
collapses into subcultures that seal themselves off from one 
another”. (Habermas 2001:73). In either case, he argues 
that, “it has the effect of undermining the substantial 
commonalities of the nation understood as a community of 
shared descent.” (Habermas 2001:73). Thus, the 
imagination and social cohesion of the nation-state is 
severely challenged when multicultural policies are put 
forward as an attempt to consider the perspectives of all 
groups within the country. However, while simultaneously 
challenging the cohesion of the majority national culture, the 
presence of ‘otherness’ may also function as a unifying 
factor for the majority since its hegemonic position is being 
threatened.  
 
LIMITED 
Since globalization processes have brought with them an 
opening of borders and generally made travelling/migration 
easier (as will be explained further in ‘Sovereign’), it is 
natural that nation-states are faced with serious challenges to 
their notion of being ‘limited’, since the idea of nation-
states, comprising one collected national and ethnic identity, 
becomes definitively outdated. Habermas argues that, “the 
policies and regulations that are required for the 
construction of a “multicultural civil society”” challenges 
the previous national foundation of cultural homogeneity 
since multicultural societies require a “politics of 
recognition” (Habermas 2001:73); thus, the national basis 
for civic solidarity can be seen as having become second 
nature to a multi-culturalist basis of recognition, since 
individual identity and background has been moved to the 
background to make way for a collective national identity 
with its politics of recognition, which means that civic rights 
become of higher importance than national or ethnic 
prerogatives. Thus, the Habermas elaborates this point by 
stating that, 
 
“for nation-states with their own national histories, 
a politics that seeks the coexistence of different 
ethnic communities, language groups, religious 
faiths, etc. under equal rights naturally entails a 
process as precarious as it is painful. The majority 
culture, supposing itself to be identical with the 
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national culture as such, has to free itself from its 
historical identification with a general political 
culture, if all citizens are to be able to identify on 
equal terms with the political culture of their own 
country” (Habermas 2001:73). 
 
What Habermas argues is that multicultural policies carry 
with them a creation of a new ‘political’ culture which must 
replace ‘national’ culture as the focal point of the nation-
state, in order for everyone, regardless of their descent, to be 
able to connect with the nation-state on the same terms. 
Thereby the ‘limited’ function of the nation-state - outlining 
a national territorially bound culture - is rendered utterly 
invalid. It can even be argued that the simple fact that people 
migrate across borders poses a challenge to the concept of 
nation-state that is being operated with in this project since a 
migrant is a symbol of a person who does not accept the 
premise of a nation-state as ‘limited’ if he/she chooses to 
settle in a foreign country.  
 
SOVEREIGN  
Naturally, the creation of numerous supranational 
institutions, as seen in the 20th century, plays a significant 
role in challenging the notion of the nation-state as 
‘sovereign’ since membership often entails a hand over of a 
certain amount of sovereignty. Thus, the notion of a nation-
state as a sovereign institution, purportedly reflecting the 
wants and needs of its population, is severely challenged. 
What may result of a membership of for example the EU is a 
decline in border control (as is the result of the Schengen 
agreement), and thereby the classical function of the nation 
state – to secure its borders – is eliminated. According to 
Habermas, the nation-state has been the only institution to 
ever successfully realize the idea of societies being capable 
of democratic self-control and self-realization, but as he 
deduces, 
 
“[…] if state sovereignty is no longer conceived as 
indivisible but shared with international agencies; 
if states no longer have control over their national 
territories; and if territorial and political 
boundaries are increasingly permeable, the core 
principles of democratic liberty - that is, self-
governance, the demos, consent, representation, 
and popular sovereignty - are made distinctly 
problematic” (Habermas 2001:61). 
 
Thus, free movement across borders poses a major challenge 
to nation-states in general; when not being in complete 
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charge of who gets to enter country, whether it is due to EU-
regulations or the abidance by international conventions 
such the UN’s ‘Convention Relating to the Status of 
Refugees’, the mere presence of immigrants, or minorities in 
general, is a symbol of ‘otherness’ within the nation-state 
and concomitantly the lack of sovereignty of the nation. 
However, highly educated labor may be an exception to this 
challenge of the sovereignty of the nation-state, since such 
workers possess knowledge which is considered desired in 
the context of the nation state and inclusion of such workers 
happens on terms defined by the nation-state, though 
perhaps by virtue of their foreign looks they may still 
symbolically signify ‘otherness’.  
 
In conclusion it can be said that this section has provided a 
very brief introduction to the contemporary challenges 
facing the nation-state. Alongside the results yielded in the 
following analyses, the thoughts put forward in this section 
will be taken up in the discussion featured in the project and 
facilitate a theoretical deliberation on the differences 
between the Roma and other minorities. This deliberation 
will make possible a reflection on whether the Roma pose an 
even greater challenge to the European nation-state than 
other minorities. 
CHAPTER 2: ANALYSES: 
INTRODUCING THE ROMA 
 
TERMINOLOGY 
This section will shortly introduce the Roma. Before 
entering the analysis, it is necessary to define the generally 
used terms ‘Gypsy’ and ‘Roma’ to clarify what these 
commonly used terms comprise and describe. The term 
‘Gypsy’ is, 
  
“used to denote ethnic groups formed by the dispersal of 
commercial, nomadic and other groups from within India 
from the tenth century, and their mixing with European 
and other groups during their diaspora” (Liegeois & 
Gheorghe 1995:6). 
 
The name ‘Roma’ is “a broad term used […] to signify […] 
[t]hose ethnic groups […] who speak the ‘Vlach’, 
‘Xoraxane’ or ‘Rom’ varieties of Romani language [but 
also] Romani people in general” (Liegeois & Gheorghe 
1995:6). Nevertheless, the term ’Roma’ has come to replace 
the term ‘Gypsy’ as the latter was associated with 
discriminating features. ‘Roma’ is being used to refer to all 
‘Gypsies’ worldwide (Marushiakova 2004:90), although the 
term “covers a huge number of highly diverse communities 
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with different political needs, aspirations, capabilities and 
interests, living in a variety of economic, political, social 
and cultural environments” (Kovats 2003:4). 
 
STRUCTURE 
The Roma represent a minority that falls out of the common 
perception of conventional minority groups. As a matter of 
fact “[…] there are some crucial differences between the 
Roma and other national minorities” (Vermeersch 
2003:893). An exceptional feature of the Roma is its 
extreme internal heterogeneity, as “‘[t]hey belong to many 
different, and often antagonistic, clans and tribes, with no 
common language or religion’” (The Economist 2000 
quoted in Vermeersch 2003:880). In addition to that the 
“Roma are the largest and most geographically dispersed 
minority group in Europe” (McGarry 2008:450) and do not 
have a kin-state (McGarry 2008:453). In contrast to other 
minorities they do not claim any territorial self-
determination or political autonomy (Vermeersch 2001:10).  
 
HISTORY 
The first records of waves of Roma/Gypsy groups moving to 
Europe can be dated back to the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries (Liegeois & Gheorghe 1995:7). Some of these 
groups were travelers moving from country to country 
whilst others settled down at specific places to work 
(Liegeois & Gheorghe 1995:7). Since their arrival in 
Europe, the Gypsy/Roma historical evolution has been 
marked by a rejection of them and their culture within 
Europe (Liegeois & Gheorghe 1995:8). Especially, 
 
“[i]n the twentieth century, Nazi Germany staged the 
ultimate anti-Roma/Gypsy campaign: […] Their 
extermination in Nazi-occupied countries was near-total, 
and there are virtually no Roma/Gypsy families in Central 
Europe unaffected by it” (Liegeois & Gheorghe 1995:9). 
 
During the second half of the twentieth century, the policy 
of extermination was replaced by the idea of assimilation. 
“[…] Roma/Gypsies [were] now redefined as misfits 
associated with social and psychological difficulties” 
(Liegeois & Gheorghe 1995:9-10). Whereas the Roma were 
more or less included into societal structures as “builders of 
the socialist system” (Csepeli & Simon 2004:130), the 
emergence of market economy brought about “hostility […] 
and […] acts of overt discrimination and racism” (Csepeli 
& Simon 2004:133). Because the Roma found themselves as 
being the victim of discrimination a number of “[…] 
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ethnically-based interest organizations have since 1989 
engaged in a process of political mobilization against 
oppression and marginalization” (Vermeersch 2001:1). In 
line with the emergence of Romani organizations several 
attempts have been made by activists to define a collective 
group identity. Nevertheless, in view of the heterogeneity 
and dispersion of the Roma this has been anything but an 
easy task. The development of the Roma community has 
been “a long search and testing of many options, mutually 
crossing, complementing, combining and sometimes even 
contradicting one another” (Marushiakova 2004:71).  
 
ORGANIZATION 
International Roma organizations aim at representing all 
Romani sub-groups under the umbrella of one collective 
community. To name the two most important ones, there is 
the ‘International Romani Union’ (IRU). It sees itself as the 
political representative of all Roma and calls for the 
recognition of a Romani nation (Vermeersch 2002:87). “In 
1997 the IRU received consultation status in the UNO in the 
NGO category” (Marushiakova & Popov 2004: 79). 
 
“As expressed in the International Romani Union’s (IRU) 
Declaration of a Nation, the basis of Roma nationalism is 
the claim that all ‘Roma’ constitute a single and distinct 
political community which requires its own, separate 
political representation” (Kovats 2003:4). 
 
The ‘Roma National Congress’ (RNC) follows this call. 
Both organizations draw on cultural arguments when 
representing the Roma. Nevertheless, within scholar 
literature these Roma organizations are rather portrayed as 
being characterized by a top-down structure. It is argued that 
“the interests [that] are constructed by Romani elites 
through reference to their ethnic group identity [are] without 
input from the Romani community […]” (McGarry 
2008:458).  
 
“[A European Commission – supported round table in 
1996 on the situation of the Roma in Europe] resulted in a 
document entitled  ‘The Roma – A Truly European 
People’ (Roma Round Table 1996), which was a plea to 
the European Commission to raise awareness about the 
problems of the Roma in the candidate member states. 
The document emphasised the responsibilities of 
European institutions in this field, arising from the 
conception of the Roma as a transnational ‘European 
people’” (Vermeersch 2002:87) 
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EU-STRATEGIES 
Only in some countries do the Roma hold a status as an 
official minority, as for example in Sweden. Their 
exceptional nature concedes them particular attention within 
the European Union and in this stroke specific measures 
have been taken to protect the minority. 
 
“In March 1984 the European Parliament adopted a 
resolution […] on the situation of Roma/Gypsies, in 
which it recommended to the member states that they 
should coordinate their outlooks, and called the 
Commission to develop Community-funded programmes 
aimed at improving Roma/Gypsies’ situation without 
negating their cultural values” (Liegeois & Gheorghe 
1995:22). 
 
Despite of the EU’s various different attempts to improve 
the Roma’s situation, many of the minority members still 
face marginality and discrimination within their different 
societal environments. 
 
DISCOURSE 
As a matter of fact a certain discourse about the Roma has 
been established. In view of the transnational occurrence of 
the Roma, this discourse is to a great extent pan-European. 
In line with the before mentioned lack of a common kin-
state the description of the Roma as travelers has been 
paramount. As the above section on terminology has 
indicated the term ‘Gypsy’ has been replaced by ‘Roma’, 
since the former has denoted negative attributes, like “[…] 
‘The Roma are genetically inclined to commit crimes’, ‘You 
can’t trust or rely on Gypsies’ and ‘The Gypsies are lazy 
and irresponsible’ […]” (Csepeli & Simon 2004:133). The 
discourse about the Roma mainly centers round topics that 
ascribe them criminal behavior and portrays them “as a 
disadvantaged social group without a culture of its own” 
(Csepeli & Simon 2004:132). The pan-European discourse 
functions to create and highlight the Roma culture as distinct 
to the European culture (Vermeersch 2002:90). The 
discourses link,   
 
“[…] Roma ethnic or cultural identity and social 
inferiority by attributing the roots of the Roma problem to 
their ‘socially retarding environments’ (paragraph E) or 
their ‘negative social behaviour’ (paragraph F)” 
(Vermeersch 2002:91). 
 
In line with the devaluation of the Roma culture and the 
image of being socially retarded statements circulate that 
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refer to a lack of education: “’[…] Roma are not a literary 
culture, and not are they proponents of the schooling that 
goes with it’” (Braham and Braham 2000 quoted in 
Vermeersch 2002:90). 
 
 
INTRODUCTION TO ANALYSES 
 
As made clear in the beginning of this project, the concept 
of the nation-state has and is being more and more 
challenged in current times. The theoretical section of this 
project outlined Benedict Anderson’s theory as one possible 
conceptualization of the idea of a nation, and arguably also 
covering the term nation-state, which has been 
complemented by Said's notion of 'otherness' in order to lay 
a foundation for understanding and approaching this 
complex concept. 
 
This following analysis resumes the foregoing theoretical 
considerations in order to critically approach the idea of the 
nation-state. In this respect, the idea of the ‘Roma’ as one 
community and the so-called community’s relation to the 
nation-state will be critically analyzed.  As mentioned within 
the methodology the analysis will be structured according to 
two aspects, namely the challenge to the nation-statehood 
and the practical encounter between the ‘Roma’ and the 
nation-state. In this respect, the analysis will be divided into 
two sections; the first one looks at whether there are signs of 
articulating a feeling of belonging among the various 
distinct ‘Roma’ people, which may support the idea of one 
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imagined community . The second part of the analysis deals 
with the practical encounter between the ‘Roma’ and the 
nation-state. A variety of selected academic sources will be 
consulted to gain insight into both these aspects.  The aim 
will be to find a new angle in regard to the challenge of the 
nation-state. 
 
It should be mentioned beforehand that this analysis again 
will make use of the controversial term ‘Roma’ (referring to 
the category of one community comprised by various 
distinct sub-groups), as it is officially being used to classify 
and relate to this extremely heterogeneous minority of 
distinct sub-groups. As it is acknowledged that the use of 
this controversial term will contribute to the maintenance of 
a generalized and rather homogeneous picture of the 
minority, it should nevertheless help enable a 
comprehensible analysis. 
 
THE ROMA AS AN IMAGINED COMMUNITY 
 
This first section of the analysis will focus on the theoretical 
conceptualization of the nation-state as being dealt with 
within Benedict Anderson’s theory. In this regard, it will be 
analyzed whether or not the idea of the ‘Roma’ bears actual 
signs of an internally imagined community as limited and 
sovereign. 
 
ROMA: NOT A SELF-APPLICATORY TERM 
As it has been stated within the introductory part on the 
Roma, they are an extremely heterogeneous minority. 
Nevertheless, the controversial overarching term ‘Roma’ is 
commonly used to comprise the huge variety of different 
Roma sub-groups. Theoretically, the application of a 
common name represents an attempt to express a collective 
identity, thus referring to and uniting members of one group, 
who identify with the term and its attached cultural features. 
In other words, a mutual name functions to describe a 
limited cultural community as distinct to other cultural 
communities each with different names. The term ‘Roma’ 
evokes the impression that the various Romani sub-groups 
relate to the controversial term ‘Roma’ and its associated 
idea of one broad Roma community. However, the 
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Bulgarian scholar Elena Marushiakova, who works within 
the field of ethnography / ethnology with a focus on 
Gypsy/Romani Studies states: “[T]the non-Roma […] 
communities usually reject the name “Roma” or accept it 
with compromise” (Marushiakova & Popov, 2004:90). The 
quote by Marushiakova indicates that the term ‘Roma’ is not 
naturally a common Romani identifier. More so, the term is 
even denied by parts of the heterogeneous group. The Dutch 
professor Peter Vermeersch works within the field of 
Cultural Studies, East European Studies, Slavic Languages 
and Political Science. He describes the term ‘Roma’ “as a 
political overarching name [that] was first advocated by 
interest organizations in Western Europe […]” 
(Vermeersch, 2001:3). His statement confirms the 
impression that the common name ‘Roma’ does not stem 
from the grassroots Roma. Recalling what has been said 
within the theoretical section, the term ‘Roma’  does not 
represent a subjective identification of its members with the 
idea of a larger Roma community. In view of the negative 
responses that surround the term ‘Roma’, it rather seems to 
be an artificial and imposed construction and not the 
internally wanted description of an inherent, concurrent 
cultural Roma community. Vermeersch further elaborates: 
“The word ‘Roma’ (meaning ‘human being ’in Romanes) is 
certainly not a generalizing self-application […]” 
(Vermeersch, 2001:3). 
 
It can be argued that a decisive consideration of Benedict 
Anderson is being wrecked by this realization, as stated 
before, for him a nation is overall imagined as horizontal, 
and not in a top-down manner. Members of the so-called 
Roma group do not imagine themselves as belonging to this 
category ‘Roma’. The rejection of the collective name does 
not testify any feeling of solidarity or “[…] deep, horizontal 
comradeship” (Anderson 1991:7) among the addressed. As 
a horizontal affiliation with the terminology is missing, it 
cannot be said to represent an internal mechanism that 
sustains a form of imagined community in the sense of 
Anderson. Rather it symbolizes the attempt of the forced 
construction of an imagined community. It has been stated 
within the theoretical section that the nation-state is the 
result of a top-down construction, but also significantly a 
bottom up imagination. Arguably, the latter does not exist in 
the case of the various Roma that are grouped as one under 
the controversial term. 
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FEELING OF BELONGING 
Although the quotes by Vermeersch above were formulated 
in the year 2001, the sociologist Lajcakova strengthens the 
aspect of neglecting the idea of one ‘Roma’ community 
among the various Roma themselves in one of her articles 
written recently in the year 2010. She explains why such an 
overarching self-application is not authentic when she 
argues that the different groups within the ‘Roma’ 
community rather, 
 
“identify themselves internally according to the family, 
clan, particular Romani branch to which they belong, by 
the spoken dialect […] or by the occupation engaged in 
by the male Roma lineage” (Lajcakova, 2010:177). 
 
The quote gives insight into the structure of the seeming 
broad ‘Roma’ community. It strengthens the aspect that the 
so-called Roma members do not express the need to belong 
to the overarching community ‘Roma’. Their imagination of 
community seems far smaller in scale. Arguably, Benedict 
Anderson’s paradigm of the imagined community as limited 
is not applicable to the broad classificatory concept of the 
Roma. There does not seem to be a feeling of belonging 
based on shared attributes which are perceived to be 
significantly different from those who do not belong to the 
community. The idea of the 'Roma community' actually 
rather represents a fragmented group made up by distinct 
sub-groups, which identify with families or clans in the first 
place and not with the idea of one Roma community. 
Arguably, the collective imagination of one community with 
common imagined borders as demarcations towards other 
different communities is not paramount in the case of the 
‘Roma’. The internal fragmentation of the broader ‘Roma’ 
community has recently been discussed by Marushiakova as 
well. She argues that, “for a number of Roma the primary 
group of belonging with which they identify is a sub-group 
or family clan rather than the larger community of the Roma 
(Marushiakova in Lajcakova, 2010:177). The quote 
strengthens the impression that the idea of belonging to a 
collective broader community is not salient for the variously 
distinct ‘Roma’. In other words, their idea of belonging is 
not in accordance with Anderson’s idea of a nation that 
needs to have boundaries, beyond which lie other nations 
(Anderson 1991:7). It seems to be unnatural to close a larger 
coherent ‘Roma’ community off from other communities. 
The ‘Roma’ do not strive for the accordance with 
Anderson’s idea of a nation as they are characterized by a 
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“linguistic/communal diversity and a lack of common 
interest” (Kovats, 2003:3). 
 
LACK OF COMMON LANGUAGE 
The closer examination of the seeming overarching term 
‘Roma’ and its relation to the various so-called ‘Roma’ 
members has revealed that it cannot be seen as an indicator 
for a collectively imagined community. The following 
section will direct attention to another feature that represents 
an important constituent of an imagined community. A 
language can function as a means to create boundaries of a 
cultural community. Language can define a community, for 
beyond the boundaries of one linguistic community lie other 
communities with distinct languages and concomitant 
cultures. Language is a medium that enables the articulation 
of a specific culture and thus represents a decisive cultural 
marker of a distinct community. In regard to the Roma, 
Marushiakova explains that they are, 
 
“[…] a group whose mother tongues are not only 
the dialects of Romanes but also Arabic, Turkish, 
Greek, Rumanian, Hungarian, Spanish and others 
[…]”. (Marushiakova & Popov, 2004:89). 
 
The idea of a mother tongue is usually connected to a 
corresponding homeland and represents the membership to a 
particular nation-state. Despite the fact that nation-states 
usually are marked by some form of heterogeneity, there is 
often one dominant language that prevails for the purpose of 
bureaucracy, but arguably also as a means of cohesion and 
collective cultural expression. The quote above, however, 
shows that the larger Roma community is not equipped with 
one such language that could provide a demarcating feature 
for the categorization of one ‘Roma’ community. Hence the 
lack of a common mother tongue represents a further 
characteristic of the Roma that makes it difficult to position 
them within the idea of the idea of a nation- state. 
 
In addition to the above outlined cultural fragmentation, 
Marushiakova’s statement points out an additional internal 
pattern of linguistic fragmentation. The mother tongues she 
lists refer to other national languages like Arabic, Turkish, 
Greek and the like. Thus they do not represent a ‘Roma’ 
mother tongue in its pure sense. The lack of a common 
language is further supported when the scholar argues that 
the idea of the “standardization of Romanes”, the language 
of the Roma, who are the main part of Gypsy communities” 
(Marushiakova & Popov, 2004:91) is not being approved by 
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all ‘Roma’. It can be argued that due to the existence of a 
variety of different mother tongues and dialects, a collective 
articulation of a common culture is hindered. Compared to 
other cultural groups, language does not function as a 
uniting cultural and demarcating feature of the ‘Roma’ and 
the failed attempt to standardize Romanes as an official 
language further more exemplifies that it does not seem to 
be intentional to reach such a collective form of cultural 
articulation. 
 
Another scholar that this analysis consults is Martin Kovats. 
He holds a Master Degree in Slavonic and East European 
Studies, and School of Slavonic and East European Studies. 
He devoted his Doctoral Thesis to 'The Development of 
Roma Politics in Hungary’; in this respect his work will be 
more thoroughly consulted within the following second part 
of the analysis. Kovats summarizes and backs up the so far 
findings and in this stroke the controversies that surround 
the classification of the ‘Roma’ community: 
 
“This imagined community shares no common 
language […] culture, religion, identity, history or 
even ethnicity. Even within countries Roma 
minorities are diffuse and diverse and do not 
function as any kind of actual community.” 
(Kovats, 2003:4) 
 
Although Kovats uses the description ‘imagined 
community’, his statement actually stresses that there is a 
lack of common significant cultural attributes that could 
initiate and substantiate the idea of a collectively imagined 
‘Roma’ community in the sense of Anderson. The internal 
linguistic and cultural fragmentation opposes Anderson’s 
idea of a nation being limited. It can be argued that the limits 
of the ‘Roma’ community in its broadest sense are rather 
blurry and indeterminate, since many Romani sub-groups do 
not affiliate themselves to what is termed ‘Roma’ and have 
distinct cultural backgrounds and mother tongues or dialects. 
The idea of the united larger Roma community seems not to 
be marked with common boundaries that limit and enclose a 
coherent cultural entity. Hence, Said’s idea (which has been 
introduced within the former theoretical section) of clearly 
distinguishing between who belongs to the ideas of 'us' and 
'them' does not take effect in this case. The various ‘Roma’ 
do not fit into the idea of an imagined community in the 
sense of experiencing a collective cultural feeling of 
difference in relation to a clearly defined common ‘other’. It 
has been explained that Said’s idea about ‘othering’ makes 
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up a part of the idea of a nation-state. Within the theoretical 
section it has been stressed that the ‘other’ constitutes a 
fundamental feature for the creation and maintenance of the 
concept of the nation-state. Since the various ‘Roma’ do not 
strive for a collective ‘us’ they  do not seem to correspond to 
this decisive constituent of the nation-state. As it has been 
shown by the statements of Marushiakova above, members 
of ‘Roma’ sub-groups rather see themselves in relation to 
their clans, or families. The experience of ‘otherness’ does 
not take place on a level of the ‘Roma’ community. 
Additionally, the rejection of adapting to the idea of one 
overarching community makes it difficult to refer to the 
‘Roma’ as a collective ‘other’, as apparent in the pan-
European discourse, which has been introduced before. 
However, arguably, to construct the Roma as one 
homogeneous 'other' is intended by making usage of the 
controversial broad term ‘Roma’, but loses foothold in view 
of the above revealed rejection of creating a collective ‘us’. 
 
LACK OF KIN-STATE 
Nation-states are not solely limited and separated by 
imagined cultural frontiers in the sense of Anderson, but 
also by physical borders that encapsulate the nation-state 
territory. The nation-state is seen to describe a demarcated 
cultural and political entity that is situated within a specific 
territory. As stated in the theoretical section, “[…] the 
territorially consolidated, centralized sovereign state has 
been the dominant paradigm in western political thought 
[…]” (Axtmann 2004: 259). As the following quote 
illustrates, the aspect of a physical territory does not count 
for the ‘Roma’. Marushiakova says that ‘Roma’, 
 
“are not tied to a specific country; they are scattered in 
various countries and often move from one country to 
another without breaking their kinship connections. They 
are searching for their place in a new modern society 
without being tied to a specific and already existing 
nation” (Marushiakova & Popov, 2004:77). 
 
Again, it seems to be the case that the Roma do not fit into 
the general taken-for granted framework of the nation-state 
as being bound to a specific territory with clearly 
demarcated borders and its own sovereign status. The Roma 
minority does not have a kin-state (McGarry, 2008:453) that 
could provide a space for the consolidated, centralized 
sovereign state. The larger ‘Roma’ community is a dispersed 
community that is not assembled on the territory of a mutual 
nation-state. The ‘Roma’ seem to lack an important feature 
of the idea of a nation-state, as it cannot“[…] rely on an 
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external state dominated by their ethnic skin” (Vermeersch, 
2002:86).  Furthermore, as mentioned in the introductory 
part on the Roma, there is a discourse that portrays the 
‘Roma’ as travelers; especially the term Gypsy denotes the 
image of nomadic groups. The image of travelling arguably 
mirrors and also reinforces what Marushiakova states within 
her quote above. The image of ‘Roma’ or ‘Gypsies’ as 
travelers is a salient one that, although mainly discursively 
constructed might bear some true aspects of the Roma as 
mirrored within Marushiakova’s quote. It challenges the 
very concept of the nation-state as sovereign, limited and 
attached to a specific physical territory. As mentioned 
earlier, Benedict Anderson does not clearly define his 
perception of sovereignty. Nevertheless, it is not far-fetched 
to argue that his theoretical idea of the imagined community 
as limited and sovereign is in practice or real life realized by 
the existence of physical borders. Arguably, borders can be 
seen as fostering the process of becoming a sovereign and 
limited imagined community. However, Vermeersch says 
that“ [i]n contrast to other national minorities […] the 
Roma have never voiced demands for political autonomy or 
territorial self-determination” (Vermeersch, 2001:10). 
Arguably, the ‘Roma’ do not aim for the creation of such a 
sovereign and limited community. With other words, since 
there do not seem to be any visible signs that point towards 
the longing for a territorial self-determination, the 
appropriation to the idea of a nation-state is not a goal of the 
‘Roma’ in this context. At this point it should be added that 
the lack of a kin-state arguably contributes to the above-
elaborated struggle of finding a collective term, since it is 
usually the case that a territorial homeland lends its citizens 
a nationality and thus ‘name’. 
 
Returning to the previous findings makes it clear that the 
idea of one overarching ‘Roma’ community lacks decisive 
features that are seen as necessary to create and sustain an 
imagined feeling of community in the sense of Anderson’s 
theory. In this sense, the lack of a collectively approved 
terminology, the internal ethnic and linguistic fragmentation 
and the absence of a common kin-state, makes it extremely 
difficult to categorize the ‘Roma’ as an imagined 
community that is limited and sovereign. In this respect the 
‘Roma’ do not fit into the leading category of the nation-
state that functions to subdivide and organize the world. In 
addition there are no visible attempts from within the 
‘Roma’ community that point to the aspiration for the 
adaptation to the nation-state framework. Although the 
analysis so far has solely outlined aspects of a persistent idea 
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that oppose a broad Roma community and it should be 
acknowledged that, arguably, there are some attributes that 
do form a common ground of the various distinct Romani 
sub-groups. 
 
INDIAN ORIGIN 
The most frequent attempt to articulate a collective Roma 
community is the reference to the Indian roots of the 
‘Roma’. The Romani activist Ian Hancock argues, 
 
“[…] It is the Indian factors- linguistic, genetic, and 
cultural that different Romani populations share; it is the 
more recently acquired non-Indian factors, that divide us” 
(Hancock 1997 quoted in Vermeersch, 2001:8). 
 
The reference to a shared historical origin corresponds with 
Anderson’s paradigm of imagined, in the sense that it 
explains the connection of the various sub-groups in terms 
of a shared historical attribute. Nevertheless, considering the 
heterogeneity of the ‘Roma’, the idea of an imagined 
community that is solely based on an ancient origin is also 
marked with uncertainty. Vermeersch takes this into account 
when he says: “[…] Indian origin and transborder 
cooperation are very academic notions and thus poor tools 
for effective mobilization […]” (Vermeersch, 2001:9). 
Considering the fact that the ‘Roma’ are dispersed and 
embedded within a variety of other national cultures 
arguably rather pushes the Indian origin as a collective 
identifier to the back and other cultural contexts to the fore. 
 
COMMON HISTORY OF PERSECUTION: HOLOCAUST 
In line with the foregoing attempt to search for uniting 
attributes within the heterogeneous ‘Roma’ community there 
is an additional framework that provides potential to unite 
the diverse ‘Roma’ sub-groups, namely the reference to the 
history of Holocaust. Marushiakova states that a “[n]ational 
historical mythology about the Gypsies/Roma as “eternal 
victim” during their whole history is developed” 
(Marushiakova & Popov, 2004:91). The reference to the 
shared history of persecution and concomitantly the role of 
being a victim might represent an incentive for the distinct 
‘Roma’ sub-groups to identify with the classification of the 
‘Roma’ community. However, it can be argued that a 
community based on the history of persecution does not 
necessarily have to be limited solely to the Romani victims 
of the Holocaust. Arguably, if the common ground for 
identifying as a group is the fact that they have been 
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persecuted in the Holocaust, other victims (Jews, disabled, 
homosexuals) may be included in such community as well. 
 
ROMA ORGANIZATIONS: A TOP-DOWN STRUCTURE 
Although the idea of the ‘Roma’ imagining themselves 
internally as an imagined community has been disproved 
within this analysis there do exist Roma organizations that 
claim to represent a collective transnational  larger ‘Roma’ 
community. However, as it has been mentioned before, the 
‘Roma’ organizations are characterized by a top-down 
structure. Kovats, among other scholars describes 
“grassroots Roma politics [as] very weak and immature 
[…]” (Kovats, 2003:3). As elaborated on within the 
theoretical section Anderson sees a nation as being imagined 
horizontal and not as the invention of elites. “[T]he nation is 
always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship” 
(Anderson 1991:7). Social scientist Aidan McGarry focuses 
on the political representation of ethnic minorities and takes 
up Kovat’s considerations. Both statements arguably show 
that there has not been significant improvements between 
2003 and 2008 in regard to a grassroots Roma politics. 
McGarry states that, 
 
“[…] the interests [that are expressed within such 
organizations] are constructed by Romani elites through 
reference to their ethnic group identity, therefore, without 
input from the Romani community […]” (McGarry 
2008:458). 
 
Further more, he says that “[…] most Roma are not [even] 
aware of the existence of these transnational organizing 
structures of representations […]” (McGarry, 2008:464). 
However, in view of the top-down structure of such 
organizations and the elite’s failure to reach a real 
constituency, it can be said that such organizations do not 
facilitate and represent the feeling of an imagined 
community, referring to the inclusion of grassroots ‘Roma’ 
here. With other words, these organizations fail to 
strengthen solidarity among the various ‘Roma’ groups, This 
realization resumes the findings of the up to now analysis 
that has found evidence speaking against the idea of the 
distinct various grassroots ‘Roma’ forming an imagined 
community.  The sub-groups themselves do not contribute to 
the mobilization that the ‘Roma’ organizations seem to stand 
for, as they do not imagine themselves as to belong to the 
broad construct of the ‘Roma’ community. 
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SUMMING UP 
The findings of this first part of the analysis allow for the 
conclusion that the classificatory idea of one ‘Roma’ 
community is arguably a mere construct. The broad term 
‘Roma’ in fact covers a diversity of distinct groups, which 
do not identify with the very term and its attached idea of 
one overarching imagined ‘Roma’ community that is limited 
and sovereign. Furthermore, the analysis has revealed that 
there exist feelings of belonging that rather take place in 
relation to families or clans, but not to the imagined 
community of ‘Roma’. Put differently, the idea of a limited 
larger ‘Roma’ community is rather non-existent. 
 
Nevertheless, it has been elaborated that the idea or 
classification of one ‘Roma’ group is persistent; possibly 
due to the fact that there are some features that might 
represent a common identifier to all distinct sub-groups. 
However, it has been argued that these do not provide 
enough common ground on which to base and sustain the 
idea of one imagined community. However, ‘Roma’ 
organizations represent an attempt to mobilize in terms of 
the idea of one ‘Roma’ nation-state. Nevertheless, a closer 
examination of such organizations has revealed their top-
down structure and thus strengthened the initial 
consideration of the artificial construction of the idea of one 
imagined ‘Roma’ community, which does not strive to fit 
into the taken-for-granted raster of nation-states and its 
attached attributes. In conclusion it can be said that the 
analysis so far has revealed that the Roma do not abide by 
the theoretical concept of the nation-state. All three 
paradigms – the imagined, the limited, and sovereign -  that 
constitute Benedict Anderson’s theory are not met when 
examining more thoroughly the idea of one ‘Roma’ nation-
state.  The findings point out that the various ‘Roma’ 
members do not acknowledge the idea of one imagined 
community that is limited and sovereign. In other words, by 
refusing to adapt to the theoretical features of an imagined 
community they do not reproduce the theoretical nation-state 
framework. Rather they constitute an example that cannot be 
categorized within the conventional parameters of the 
concept of the nation-state. 
 
This analysis so far has approached the idea of one ‘Roma’ 
community from a theoretical perspective, as it had its focus 
on whether the idea of the ‘Roma’ as one imagined 
community that is limited and sovereign bears true marks 
that correspond to Anderson’s concept. Thus, since Roma do 
not conform to the framework of nation-state, they can be 
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said to challenge nation-statehood, meaning they challenge 
the very idea of a nation-state. This first section has revealed 
a number of aspects that the ‘Roma’ do not do or do not 
have. The next section will look at how the actual encounter 
between Roma and the nation-state. In this regard it can be 
assumed that the aspects revealed in this section to an extent 
have an effect on the aspects dealt with in the following 
second section of the analysis. 
 
 
THE ACTUAL ENCOUNTER BETWEEN THE ROMA AND THE 
NATION-STATE 
 
The foregoing section of the analysis considered the 
symbolic challenge of the nation-state concept, in the sense 
that the Roma do not imagining themselves according to 
principles of nation-statehood. It has been argued that the 
Roma do not imagine themselves as a limited and sovereign 
community, and do not comply or identify with the 
framework of nation-state as coined by Benedict Anderson. 
The very existence of a collected Roma minority (which is, 
however, a discursive construct) can therefore be seen as 
challenging the idea of the nation-state as a concept. The 
following section of the analysis will move on towards a 
more practical examination of how the Roma, according to 
their non-nation-statehood, challenge the actual functions of 
the nation-state as a functioning institution rather than as a 
concept. 
 
First the actual challenges for the nation-state’s functions 
(relating to the nation-state as imagined, limited and 
sovereign) with regards to the discursive representation of 
the ‘Roma as a social problem’ and the Roma’s practical 
access to employment and education will be analyzed. These 
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notions will then be considered in context with social 
discrimination and how discrimination of the Roma relates 
to the nation-state. After that the role of the EU with regard 
to the Roma will be shortly analyzed. Both a discursive and 
more factual real-life perspective will be included to account 
for the actual challenges for the nation-state. Lastly, an 
argument will be put forward that demonstrates a challenge 
for the nation-state's political function to manage the Roma 
due to the Roma's way of (not) organizing themselves that 
contrasts the idea of imagined, limited and sovereign nation-
statehood. 
 
A PAN-EUROPEAN DISCOURSE OF THE ROMA AS A SOCIAL 
PROBLEM 
In the introduction of the Roma, the existence of a prevailing 
and pan-European discursive representation of the Roma has 
been proposed in which the discursive construction of the 
Roma as a social problem comprises one fundamental 
strand. The tag of ‘Roma as a social problem’ comprises 
both the dimension of discursive representation of the Roma 
from the perspective of the nation-state, as well as the more 
factual reality; the Roma's actual participation in the nation-
state's social life. Arguably, the two sides are interrelated. 
Discourse and reality are intertwined and mutually 
contribute in shaping each other (which will be accounted 
for later by the example and in the section about 
discrimination). 
 
The portrayal of the ‘Roma as a social problem’ represents 
an extreme form of ‘othering’. As has been argued within 
the theoretical section in explaining the concept of nation-
state, ‘othering’ is an important component within the act of 
nation-state-building. Anderson argues that a nation – and 
further contextualized in the proposed context of this 
project, a nation-state – understood as an imagined 
community can only be meaningful if there exist (or are 
perceived to exist) other national communities which 
delineate the nation-state's limits. The action of ‘othering' 
can therefore be seen as an act to create cultural and thereby 
social cohesion between the nation-state members. It helps 
create a horizontal imagining of a shared culture and shared 
interests among the majority of the nation-state, which is 
contrasted with a distinctive ‘other’; i.e. it supports 
processes of creating social solidarity among the nation-state 
members. However, in the case of the Roma, in addition to 
the mere representation of differences between the imagined 
nation-state majority and the Roma, the Roma’s differences 
are devalued; leading to the Roma being discriminated 
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against according to their inferiority to the imagined nation-
state majority. The aspect of ‘othering’ and discrimination 
will be picked up and elaborated on later in this analysis; 
however, what is important to notice here is firstly that 
‘othering’, as argued throughout the project, results in the 
discursive construction of Roma as one homogeneous group 
or 'other' that is inherently different from the nation-state 
and secondly that the discourse strand of the ‘Roma as a 
social problem’ has practical implications in the encounter 
between the nation-state and the Roma. 
 
Peter Vermeersch, who has been introduced before, in 
collaboration with Eva Sobotka, whose main field of work 
centers around Roma, human rights politics and 
international relations, have pointed to the difficulties in 
successfully implementing policies for the improvement of 
the Roma's social situation when the Roma are continuously 
discursively represented according to their ‘otherness’. 
Improving the Roma’s social and political situation is 
difficult “if national and local politicians continue to 
portray the Roma as “outsiders”, a “burden on the welfare 
state”, a “security problem”, or a “problem of criminality” 
(Sobotka & Vermeersch 2012:802). Considering the fact 
that the report has been published recently (2012), it can be 
assumed that such discourse is still prevalent in the 
European context. The quote presents the representation of 
‘Roma as a social problem’ relating to economic and social 
cohesion in the sense that the Roma are portrayed as not 
contributing equally to the nation-state compared to the 
imagined nation-state majority.  
 
McGarry, who has been consulted in the first section of this 
analysis already, published a paper on the situation of Roma 
in Italy and says:  
 
“cast in the familiar role of scapegoat for domestic 
economic and political problems, the Roma 
community in Italy has been targeted by political 
authorities riding on a wave of anti-immigrant 
feeling and seeking to deflect blame for domestic 
policy problems” (McGarry 2011:289).  
 
Though the example only refers to Italy, and thereby is very 
specifically describing a single country rather than the 
European nation-states in general, it has been shown that the 
representation of Roma as a social problem is part of the 
pan-European discourse, and therefore the argument is, 
arguably, still valid for the European nation-states and their 
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relation to the Roma more generally. The act of ‘othering’ 
not only creates a way for the nation-state to attempt to 
manage the Roma but also further demonstrates the nation-
state’s power to do so; political authorities, representing the 
hegemonic group within the Italian nation-state are arguably 
re-enforcing their superior position and ability to talk about 
and represent groups who are perceived as not belonging to 
the imagined national community. To blame the Roma as 
the reason for national economic, social and political 
problems reinforces the idea of the European nation-state as 
being sovereign within its limited territory. In that sense, 
representing the Roma as a social problem by means of 
'othering' can be seen as a demonstration of the nation-state's 
imagined community as limited and sovereign since the 
Roma are to be managed according to the classification 
given by the nation-state. However, as said in the beginning, 
the representation of the ‘Roma as a social problem’ has 
contradictory effects for the nation-state when it comes to its 
actual functioning. The classification as one ‘other’, who 
must abide by the nation-statehood principles may be faulty 
since the Roma do not imagine themselves as such, 
however, it is nonetheless within the nation-state’s power to 
(attempt to) manage them in that way. Additionally, the 
representation of Roma as a social problem runs counter the 
nation-state's attempt to present itself capability to solve its 
national problems since it implies the admission that there 
exists a problem (no matter if that problem exists there in 
fact or not). In this way the hegemonic group within the 
nation-state may forfeit the majority's consent. Arguably, the 
discursive representation of Roma as a social problem thus 
at once may reinforce and challenge the nation-state's 
sovereignty. Whereas this part has accounted for the 
possible challenges implied in the discursive construction of 
‘Roma as a social problem’, the next step will be to analyze 
the more factual dimension of the ‘Roma problem’ and 
potential challenges for the European nation-state. 
 
ROMA'S ACTUAL PARTICIPATION IN THE NATION-STATE 
ACTUAL FUNCTIONS: A SOCIAL CHALLENGE 
The discursive representation of the ‘Roma as a social 
problem’ has so far been introduced. However, as argued, it 
is important not to regard the representation of the Roma 
and their actual social existence as two independent units 
though the two, at the same time, are not completely the 
same but rather influence each other. To further elaborate on 
the argument that the Roma’s actual social status in the 
nation-state could be seen as drawing on the discourse of the 
Roma as a problem and further reproduce that discourse, it is 
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now appropriate to look at the Roma’s opportunities of 
employment and education. Thus, here it will be looked into 
how the de facto contribution of Roma to the social life of 
the nation-state may imply a challenge for the latter. 
Employment and education will serve as two illustrating 
examples, since they arguably represent two important 
pillars that secure the long-term functioning of the nation-
state.  
 
In ‘Education and Employment Opportunities for the Roma’ 
(2006), Niall O’Higgins and Andrey Ivanov argue that the 
Roma, as regarded as one ethnic group, has the unfortunate 
characteristic of experiencing extremely high levels of 
unemployment in Europe. Employment in this context 
accounts for legal and formal employment and not other 
income-generating activities such as illegal employment or 
the like. Statistics from several European nation-states show 
a general tendency of Roma unemployment in describing  
 
“very low employment levels among respondents 
were observed in Romania (17 per cent) and 
Poland (18 per cent). The Czech Republic reported 
the highest number of respondents in paid 
employment (44 per cent) and also the lowest 
number of respondents not in paid employment (35 
per cent)” (FRA, European Union Agency for 
Fundamental Rights 2009:21).  
 
Further unemployment surveys, though conducted from 
2002 until 2004 (four to six years apart from the numbers 
published in the report by O’Higgins and Ivanov), further 
concludes that unemployment amongst the Roma is regarded 
as high as 95-100% within many of the European nation-
states. It should, however, again be noted that these statistics 
only account for formal employment (O’Higgins & Ivanov 
2006:18). This suggests that the nation-state’s way of 
interpreting the Roma and their employment happens 
according to parameters that highlight the ‘problematic’ 
status of the Roma, which as a result also strengthens the 
hegemonic majority’s imagination of themselves as well-
functioning.  Since the Roma do not contribute equally due 
to their high unemployment or informal employment, they 
challenge the nation-state by not contributing to the 
economic and arguably by implication also social 
reproduction of the nation-state institution. The nation-state 
is challenged economically in the sense that the Roma are 
often dependent on social benefits (O’Higgins & Ivanov 
1996:6,18) and thereby become an economic burden, which 
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may strengthen the discourse describing them as such, 
regardless of the reasons for that unemployment. Further, as 
the Roma are often dependent on social welfare, the 
horizontal imagined community is challenged, as they 
cannot be seen as contributing equally compared to the other 
(majority) nation-state members and since it is in the nation-
state’s interest to act sovereign the nation-state must attempt 
to manage this social instability within the nation-state 
territory. By labeling the Roma ‘a social problem’, the 
imagined community of the majority is strengthened since it 
assigns the cause of problem to one specific group and by 
the same token frees itself from fault. But at the same time, 
the mere existence of a group of ‘others’ inside the nation-
state who do not contribute and further does not – or cannot 
– participate in a political dialogue of solving the 
perpetuated social Roma problem ( a point which will be 
explained in the very end of the analysis), not only hinders 
the general functions of the nation-state but also its 
reproduction of itself.  
 
In a 1995 report, ‘Roma/Gypsy: A European Minority’, the 
authors Liegeois and Gheorghe of the leading minority and 
human rights group ‘Minority Rights Group International’ 
assessed the Roma situation in Europe relating amongst 
other topics to the Roma and education. Though the report 
on Roma/Gypsies in Europe does not give a fully valid 
contemporary perspective, it serves to give an insight into a 
recurrent trend of the Roma and their relation to the nation-
state educational system. The report asserts that many Roma 
children are not registered at a school and even among those 
who are, attendance is low. To further complicate the issue, 
many Roma children who do attend school are put into 
segregated schools. These factors consequently result in 
adult Roma illiteracy of up to 90% (Liegeois and Gheorghe 
1995:12). By not attending formal nation-state schooling, 
the Roma are not contributing in reproducing the nation-
state through education. Arguably, education seems to be a 
salient institution through which the nation-state reproduces 
its ideas, ideals and culture and thereby also the naturalized 
idea of nation-statehood, as it is a site where this naturalized 
idea of nation-statehood is passed on from one generation to 
the next. Not only are the Roma’s employment opportunities 
greatly compromised by lack of formal schooling 
(O’Higgins & Ivanov 2006:12) but the nation-state’s cultural 
values and norms, which are taught through the educational 
system, are further not reproduced through the Roma. In this 
sense, the Roma once again challenge the nation-state’s 
sovereign control over its own cultural reproduction and 
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simultaneously complicates any kind of dialogue in the 
language of the nation-state as the Roma arguably end up 
not possessing the valued skills or languages prioritized by 
the nation-state. 
 
In 2007, the European Court of Human Rights found the 
Czech Republic guilty of discriminating against Roma 
(Commissioner for Human Rights, Council of Europe 
(2010), Traynor 2007). More than half of the population’s 
Roma children had been denied access to general 
educational institutions and placed in special schools 
designated for the mentally disabled. The schools have since 
been abolished, however, the idea itself to place Roma 
children in substandard schools suggests that there existed 
an ‘otherness’ distinction between the majority (having a 
privileged access to general education) and the Roma (who 
were 27 times more likely to be placed in a special school 
than a non-Roma child). This distinction was made a social 
issue in placing the Roma children in special schools and 
political as the Czech government facilitated this division 
and further rejected complaints of discrimination in the 
1990s by Roma people. Arguably, by rejecting the 
complaints, the nation-state is simultaneously sending a 
signal of being in charge of sovereign power of deciding 
whose complaints are of valid and in alignment with the 
strategy of reproducing the nation-state and its sovereign 
function. This demonstration of sovereign power is further 
made visible in discriminating and targeting Roma children 
by placing them in the substandard schools, which removes 
them from the social context of the imagined hegemonic 
nation-state majority. Though this could also be seen as a 
way of reproducing the nation-state’s culture through main 
educational system without interference from other cultures, 
placing Roma children in substandard schools can also be 
seen as a clear act of discrimination: an aspect that will be 
the topic of analysis in the following segment.  
 
DISCRIMINATION 
 
“The Romani community numbers 10–12 million 
across the European Union (EU) and is the most 
discriminated and marginalized community in 
Europe, suffering from extreme poverty and an 
inability to access socio-economic provisions such 
as basic health, education and employment” 
(statement by European Commission in McGarry 
2011:283). 
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McGarry’s statement shows that the Roma suffer extreme 
levels of both discrimination and poverty within Europe. 
The previous part of the analysis considered discrimination 
as an extreme form of ‘othering’, on both a discursive level 
and its implication for the nation-state’s actual function. 
Discursive discrimination can be argued to be intertwined 
with social discrimination, as can be suggested to be the case 
in the Roma’s opportunities of employment and education, 
which has been dealt with in the context of ‘Roma as a 
social problem’. Arguably, discriminative representation and 
unequal access within the labor and education sector are of a 
circular nature, since the portrayal of the Roma as an ‘other’ 
within the media and politics influences the Roma's chances 
in social life. High unemployment rates again may reinforce 
the representation of Roma as an ‘other’ and ‘social burden’. 
It has already been stated that ‘othering’ has contradictory 
effects for the functioning of the nation-state. In repetition, 
‘othering’ reinforces the hegemonic group's position as it 
has the power to discriminate and define the limits of who is 
imagined to belong to the community. Given Edward Said’s 
notion of ‘otherness’, to construct an ‘other’ ('them') 
reinforces the idea of 'us'; i.e. the majority's community also 
fortifies its hegemonic position. However, as has been 
argued, the very process of ‘othering’ may also undermine 
the nation-state's actual function and sense of social 
cohesion if the nation-state is not able to manage that 
‘other’. 
 
The discursive representation of one collective Roma group 
as a social problem has a dual and even contradictory effect 
on the nation-state in practice. The process of ‘othering’ 
enacted by a hegemonic group within the nation-state 
positions the Roma within the framework of nation-state. 
The Roma's diversity is ignored and the treatment of the 
Roma as one homogeneous ‘other’ makes it possible for the 
nation-state to relate and thereby attempt to manage them in 
the same way as a minority group who, unlike the Roma, 
does function within the nation-statehood concept: as being 
imagined, limited and sovereign (this consideration will be 
part of the discussion following the analysis). However, at 
the same time, the nation-state’s sovereign status is 
challenged since the existence of an ‘other’ inside the 
nation-state itself – particularly an ‘other’ that ignores the 
basic principles of nation-statehood – threats the social and 
political cohesion of the nation-state. When ‘othering’ or 
discrimination takes place in social life, by excluding Roma 
from education and the labor market, the European nation-
state may reproduce itself as being imagined as sovereign 
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within the nation-state majority’s conscience but given the 
Roma do not contribute to that reproduction, at the same 
time, challenges the nation-state’s overall reproduction. The 
ability to freely reproduce the nation-state and handle the 
Roma is further challenged when the nation-state is put into 
a supranational perspective. This will be done within the 
next section, when dealing with the nation-state’s relation to 
European guidelines and human rights. 
 
“The adoption of the Racial Equality Directive 
2000/43/EC in June 2000 represented the next 
significant step forward [to fight discrimination 
against Roma] as it prohibited racial discrimination 
in the areas of employment, education, social 
security, healthcare, and access to goods and 
services in all EU member states" (Sobotka & 
Vermeersch 2012:803).  
 
The Racial Equality Directive represents a salient item 
within the EU legislation with regard to racial and ethnic 
discrimination. The quotation implies that there arguably 
exists pressure on the EU member states from the EU, since 
the member states have to abide by the rules established by 
the European Union in order to maintain its status as a 
legitimate and respected actor within the European 
community. On the EU level there exist regulations and laws 
that are directed at preserving and securing the rights of 
minorities, as exemplified in the quote regarding the 
prohibition of discrimination in social matters. Thus, it can 
be argued that the European member nation-state is 
challenged in its sovereignty. The nation-state as an 
institution encounters limitations with regard to the 
management and treatment of its Roma minority, as the 
nation-state's strategic management of the ‘Roma situation’ 
has to be in accordance with rules formulated by the 
supranational institution of the EU; certain rights have to be 
respected. An example, though from an Italian context (but 
still valid as the EU formulates the same guidelines 
argument, namely that if the nation-state disregards the issue 
of fundamental rights of non-discrimination it loses respect 
of its fellow EU member states. The following Italian case 
shows discursive discriminatory ‘othering’, and arguably 
Italy's way of management to secure the majority's consent 
by implementing a Roma addressed policy and the European 
reaction criticizing the Italian government for violating 
fundamental rights of the Roma. The example also illustrates 
how the Italian nation-state may exercise power in order to 
stay sovereign as an individual nation-state but actually ends 
up losing sovereignty and majority consent in the context of 
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the EU and Europe. If regarded according to nation-
statehood, the EU can also be conceptualized, similarly to 
the individual nation-states, as an imagined community – or 
a nation-state of nation-states – since it is also imagined as 
limited and sovereign. 
  
In 2008, the Italian government initiated a Roma-aimed 
strategy as a means of crime reduction (Reuters 2008, 
Kington 2008). The strategy, proposed by then Interior 
Minister Roberto Maroni, consisted of fingerprinting Roma 
children in an official effort to reduce crime rates and 
prevent children begging in the streets. Maroni further stated 
that the aim of the policy was to "give greater guarantees to 
those who have the right to be here to live in decent 
conditions" (Reuters 2008). Maroni's statement discursively 
represents the majority as having a right to be in the nation-
state, which is contrasted with the Roma who arguably, by 
implication do not. His statement presents Italy as an 
imagined limited and sovereign community. ‘Here’ denotes 
the perception of a clearly demarcate Italian nation-state 
with a defined and thereby limited population that has the 
right to reside there to which the Roma are contrasted and 
assigned the role of an ‘other’. However, in order to 
highlight the argument that the Italian nation-state is losing 
sovereignty and majority consent in a European context, it is 
of relevance to look into the European reaction to the Italian 
policy, how it was articulated by Maroni and at the 
processes of ‘othering’ and discrimination; such as 
fingerprinting Roma children.  
 
"Ethnic profiling generated the most attention from 
the international political community but was 
justified by the Italian authorities as a means of 
protecting Roma. The EU Race Equality Directive 
prohibits the collection of data on an ethnic basis" 
(McGarry 2011:290).  
 
The situation of Roma in Europe is a prioritized issue with 
regard to other minorities on the European agenda (e.g. 
Vermeersch 2012:1195). McGarry shows that there has been 
international objection to Italy's treatment of Roma and puts 
the Italian policy in the context to the European guidelines 
which have been violated in the implementation of such 
initiative. The quotation shows that the Italian government 
attempts to justify its behavior due to the criticism by other 
political European actors, which implies that the Italian 
government is in danger of losing the consent of the 
imagined overall European nation-state majority. “Of the EU 
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institutions, it is the Parliament which has been the most 
critical of the Italian authorities for their treatment of 
Roma” (McGarry 2011:288) also shows that the Italian 
nation-state is criticized by the EU and EU member states 
for violating the basic human rights of the Roma. Therefore, 
the fact that Italy is not acting in a politically correct way by 
firstly, discursively discriminating Roma living in Italy and 
secondly, by implementing policies that are clearly directed 
at the Roma may cause that Italy as a nation-state loses 
respect and the consent of the European nation-states and of 
the EU as a supranational institution in a European and 
international context since anti-discrimination may refer to 
European guidelines, but human rights can be seen as 
supranational to even the EU.  Given that the nation-state’s 
sovereignty within its territorial limits can be seen as 
challenged due to both the presence of an ‘otherness’ within 
the nation-state but also due to supranational contexts, it is 
appropriate to further investigate the relationship between 
the EU and its nation-state members with regard to the 
Roma. 
 
ROMA AS AN EU PROBLEM 
As mentioned, the situation of Roma in Europe is assigned 
high priority on the European agenda and is discursively 
framed as a European issue with consequent strategies 
designed to manage the problem across the borders of any 
individual nation-state. For example this can be seen in the 
European Agency for Fundamental Rights announcement of 
“The Decade of Roma Inclusion (2005-2015), an 
international political initiative, [which was signed by] 12 
European governments that have pledged to improve the 
situation of the Roma.” (FRA – European Agency for 
Fundamental Rights 2009:15). This project will not go into 
detail of actual European strategies and how they are or 
should be implemented. What is of importance here is the 
fact that Roma are considered by the EU as a pan-European 
issue that has to be dealt with in a supranational manner. 
Arguably, an underlying assumption is implied in the issue 
becoming an EU matter: namely that the EU perceives its 
member states as not being capable of handling the Roma 
situation and therefore it becomes an European issue, and 
consequently the nation-states have to surrender some 
sovereignty. This can be construed as interference by the EU 
in the political agenda of the nation-states, as the EU shares 
power in managing the perceived Roma problem. The EU 
acquires (as perceived by the nation-state) national problems 
and frames them in a regional, supranational perspective. 
Additionally, the fact that on the EU level the Roma are 
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represented as a European issue undermines the imagined 
territorial limits of the nation-states; the problem and 
solution to the problem crosses nation-state borders. 
 
However,  the aspect of the Roma becoming an EU problem 
rather than exclusively a national problem also has two 
sides. While the Roma as an EU problem undermine the 
European nation-state's power to take care of its ‘own’ 
national problems, it can also be argued that the fact that the 
Roma are being defined as a European issue or problem, 
results in the nation-state being partly freed from its 
responsibility of handling the situation. Vermeersch for 
example has drawn attention to this:  
 
“But the new tendency to single out the Roma as a 
European priority and a special European concern 
has also, rather paradoxically, opened up new 
opportunities for nationalist politicians to plead 
against new national measures to help the Roma. 
These politicians have tried to minimise or evade 
their countries’ domestic responsibility by stressing 
the role and responsibility of the EU." (Vermeersch 
2012:1197). 
 
Vermeersch explains the effects that speak in favor of the 
upholding the nation-state's political role. To be able to 
handle domestic problems is a necessary condition for a 
nation-state in order to maintain its majority's consent and 
imagined sovereignty. As McGarry says, some of the nation-
states' politicians use the fact that the EU has made the 
Roma a European issue to voluntarily give up national 
responsibility. The Roma as a European problem is therefore 
at once undermining the nation-state's political role in 
handling its own national issues but also helping the nation-
state to refrain from integrating the Roma into the national 
community. Arguably, the Roma are difficult to manage due 
to them not being a homogeneous group and not existing on 
the terms of nation-statehood as being imagined, limited and 
sovereign: this argument will be taken up next. 
 
NATIONAL FAILURE IN MANAGING THE ROMA: LACK OF 
NATION-STATEHOOD 
The next part will analyze the Roma community in regard to 
why it may be difficult for the nation-state to manage the 
‘group’. The following segment will analyze the encounter 
between the Roma and the nation-state’s political 
organization and attempt to account for the possible 
challenge existing in this encounter. As an illustration, an 
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example from Hungary will be used to showcase the 
implications of the encounter between the Roma and the 
nation-state in a fundamental and political sense. Though 
this example represents a case specific to one nation-state, 
the reasons for why the nation-state is challenged in its 
function to manage its national minority is arguably true for 
all of the European nation-states since it has been proposed 
that the difficulties that arise between the nation-states and 
the Roma are caused by the very nature of the Roma in its 
encounter with nation-statehood. 
 
An interesting and rather unique political move addressing 
the Roma situation can be found in Hungary. It is legally 
enshrined that minorities have the right to self-government, 
however, the success of granting such political 
representation in the case of Roma has proven to be rather 
unfruitful and ineffective for the improvement of the 
Roma’s social situation so far. Martin Kovats, who holds a 
PhD in the field of the development of Roma Politics in 
Hungary and who was introduced earlier in the project, has 
examined the case of the Roma’s self-government in 
Hungary and has identified several factors that have 
hampered the effectiveness of such political self-
representation. Though his work was published in 2000, 
arguably, the underlying reasons for this rather unfruitful 
endeavor of Roma political representation are of a persistent 
nature and still valid in a more contemporary perspective. 
Additionally, in the context of this project, only aspects that 
can be interpreted as illustrating the actual challenge of the 
Hungarian nation-state by the way the Roma are (or are not) 
organized will be focused on. It should be acknowledged 
that being selective in the use of Kovats’ argument and 
research entails the danger of not doing justice to Kovats 
overall argumentation, however, it nonetheless helps to 
facilitate research of this project’s specific problem field. 
With regard to the purpose of this project, the Hungarian 
case implies two important aspects: Firstly, the granting of 
political representation can be seen as a strategy by the 
nation-state government to maintain its sovereignty. 
Secondly, due to the distinctive nature of the Roma in terms 
of not conforming to the nation-state model (of being 
imagined, limited and sovereign), the government's strategy 
of management fails and challenges the nation-state's actual 
functioning since the nation-state is not able to properly or 
fruitfully manage the Roma. 
 
Kovats argues that the initial reason of the Hungarian 
nation-state to implement policies that allow for the Roma 
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minority to have political representation is an underlying 
economic motive:  
 
“[…] the construction of a formal mechanism for 
the representation of Roma interests has its origin 
in the re-evaluation of the role of the state with 
regard to the Roma population within the context 
of reducing public expenditure” (Kovats 
2000:260).  
 
Kovats suggests that the initial reason for the Hungarian 
nation-state to grant the Roma self-presentation is not due to 
an earnest wish to incorporate the Roma into the mainstream 
political life, but is rather based on the consideration that it 
is less expensive than the implementation for strategies 
integrating Roma socially within the nation-state. In this 
sense, the Roma are actually still indirectly discriminated 
against, as they are offered a somewhat useless political 
platform since they do not actually exist as an imagined, 
limited and sovereign group and, at the same time, are still 
not being socially included in the nation-state society. 
 
Kovats has observed a change in political strategy directed 
at the Roma and describes how, before the 1980s, the 
approach was overall signified by an attempt to assimilate 
the Roma into the Hungarian mainstream society. The 
change in policy towards granting the Roma political 
representation involved ascribing them the status as an 
ethnic minority (Kovats 2000:250). Hereby the Roma are 
constructed as a homogeneous group, which is arguably a 
necessary move in order for the nation-state to try to manage 
them and secure its imagined sovereignty within national 
limits. By constructing the Roma as an ‘other’, the limits of 
the purportedly homogeneous majority group are 
emphasized and by implication, the Roma are put into the 
nation-state framework; they are dealt with as just any other 
minority residing in the imagined as limited nation-state 
territory. However, the new strategy of political 
representation of Roma minority in Hungary has been 
primarily in terms of cultural autonomy and therefore being 
non-assimilationist (Kovats 2000:250). Kovats maintains 
that,  
 
“the aim of policy was shifted away from 
equalizing the circumstances of Roma people with 
those of other citizens and towards the less 
ambitious (and cheaper) one of creating a formal 
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relationship with (representatives of) an `ethnic’ 
group” (Kovats 2000:250).  
 
In short, to bestow Roma the right to self-government can be 
seen as an undertaking by the nation-state to secure its 
sovereignty. It paints a picture of the Hungarian nation-state 
as being capable of ‘othering’ and thereby managing the 
Roma minority according to classifying them as one Roma 
group. This aspect highlights a decisive characteristic of the 
Roma that has been elaborated on within the first part of the 
analysis. Arguably the construction of the Roma as one 
purportedly homogeneous minority in real life can be 
attributed to the internal fragmentation of the Roma that has 
been elaborated on within the first part of this analysis. The 
Hungarian case portrays an attempt to deal with this internal 
heterogeneity of the Roma, by forcing it into the framework 
nation-state, despite the lack of common Romani limitations, 
as it has been argued within the first section of the analysis. 
Thus, while the example so far has pointed to the reasons for 
the nation-state to create formal political inclusion of the 
Roma, the following will provide arguments of why the 
system of self-government has not worked for the Roma in 
Hungary and how the political encounter between the 
nation-state and the Roma presents a possibly irreconcilable 
problem. Kovats has observed that  
 
“while the autonomy of national self-governments 
is not really a problem amongst the other 
minorities, where there is generally consensus 
about the function of national self-governments 
and their activities, this is not the case with the 
Roma” (Kovats 2000:258). 
 
This observation poses the question of what is ‘special’ 
about the Roma that seemingly make self-government not be 
an adequate political framework for them. As the quote 
already alludes to, one important hindering aspect is the 
dissent among the Roma themselves. Again, the first part of 
the analysis has already argued that Roma are not one 
homogeneous community and therefore Roma political 
organizations are rather top-down projects. If these two 
considerations are put into the context of the Hungarian 
example and the system of self-government, it suggests 
reasons as of why self-government is not working. 
Crucially, the “structural political weakness of the Roma 
population as an interest community” (Kovats 2000:260) 
prevents the political body of self-government from being 
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effective. Kovats alludes to the many different political 
fractions which do not have a common ground of interests, 
and which even compete within the political arena (Kovats 
2000:259). That Roma politics are pluralistic and not unified 
by a shared interest is arguably due to the Roma's 
heterogeneity. Roma political organization is a matter of 
elites speaking on behalf of the Roma as one imagined 
group; they construct a homogeneous group as their basis, 
which in actuality does not exist. The heterogeneity nature 
in connection with Roma political mobilization, which is 
non-grass-root, explains the many contrasting interests 
exemplified by the different political fractions. The first part 
of the analysis has shown that Roma do not abide by the 
nation-state framework; they lack nation-statehood. Though 
the government constructs the Roma as one community by 
granting them self-government as one group the de facto 
heterogeneity and them not fitting into the framework of 
nation-state undermines this attempt by the nation-state to 
manage the Roma. Arguably, since the Roma do not imagine 
themselves as one community, any attempt to direct them as 
such or provide them with political opportunities which fall 
within the nation-state structure is unlikely to succeed. Thus, 
the Hungarian nation-state's sovereignty remains challenged, 
since they do not succeed in managing the Roma through the 
implementation of policies that are build on around nation-
statehood and the notions of imagined, limited and sovereign 
communities. 
  
This example has shown that the way the Roma are 
organized and the way they do not imagine themselves as a 
community poses a challenge to the nation-state’s actual 
functions and nation-statehood as well. The nation-state 
cannot manage the Roma minority in the ‘usual’ way 
because a platform of dialogue cannot be build in the same 
way as with a minority group that does perceive themselves 
according to nation-statehood. The encounter between the 
Roma as a diverse group with no commonly shared interest 
or common legitimate political organization and the political 
system embedded in the nation-state framework has shown 
that the two are incompatible, which challenges the nation-
state's actual function since the nation-state is unable to 
successfully manage the Roma as they are treated as one 
group but do not (re)act according to that classification. 
Incorporation into the political system of the nation-state 
seems to be difficult or even impossible for the Roma since 
naturally it happens within the taken-for-granted nation-
statehood framework, which the Roma do not imagine 
themselves according to. 
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SUMMING UP 
As stated in the 2010 EU report,  
 
“Improving the tools for the social inclusion and 
non-discrimination of Roma in the EU (2010), 
“[…] the level of Roma political representation in 
each country still falls far short of their relative 
share of the population” (EU 2010:22).  
 
As can be drawn from the Hungarian example, the way 
Roma are (or are not) organized does not fit within the 
framework of nation-states and may arguably explain why 
political participation among the Roma is as low as it is. It 
may explain why rather few Roma are active in the political 
life of the nation-states due to the non-articulate collective 
group wishes. Considering the arguments above, arguably, 
the European nation-state is therefore not able to manage the 
Roma. Not only can the Roma not fully take part in a 
political dialogue as they do not imagine themselves as a 
group with shared interests which effectively results in the 
nation-state failing to manage them since the only way for 
the nation-state to do so is in accordance with the idea of 
being an imagined community (within limited and sovereign 
territories). Further, the nation-state’s idea of sovereignty is 
challenged since this inability to manage the Roma, in 
accordance with European guidelines as part of larger 
imagined communities (EU) disrupts the image of the 
nation-state being able to fully self-govern. This incapacity 
to manage the Roma can also be proposed to be a main 
factor of the actual challenges that have been listed so far as 
occurring in the encounter between the Roma and the 
nation-state. This part of the analysis can thus be seen as 
showing how the nation-state’s actual functions are 
challenged since the nation-state is unable to properly 
handle the Roma. Discrimination and the discursive 
representation of the Roma can further be suggested to be a 
consequence of the nation-state failing to manage the Roma 
according to the Roma’s fundamental perceptions of 
themselves; the Roma imagining themselves as not being an 
imagined community connected to one limited and 
sovereign territory but rather an extremely heterogeneous 
group with multiple territorial ties both within and across 
nation-state borders. This disconnection between the nation-
statehood of the nation-state and the lack thereof of the 
Roma effects all encounters between the Roma and 
institutions – or imagined communities – that are build upon 
the notion of nation-statehood and thereby even 
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supranational instances, such as the EU who similarly 
attempt to handle the Roma, fails to fruitfully manage what 
is wrongfully imagined as Europe’s largest minority group. 
Thus, the entire analysis has shown that the encounter of the 
European nation-state and the Roma is overall shaped by the 
Roma not having nation-statehood hence their very 
existence challenges the practical dimension of the European 
nation-state as well as the concept of the nation-state as an 
imagined limited, sovereign community.  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 3: DISCUSSION, COCLUSIONS AND REFLECTION: 
DISCUSSION 
 
The two analyses have revealed that the Roma challenge the 
nation state in two different ways. The first challenge 
happens on an abstract theoretical level of challenging the 
concept of the nation-state as it is understood in this project 
by Benedict Anderson’s three parameters – imagined, 
limited and sovereign. Thus, it has been argued that it is by 
virtue of what the Roma do not do and do not have that they 
challenge the concept of nation-statehood since it has been 
argued that the various ‘Roma’ do not imagine themselves 
according to Anderson’s paradigms. The second way in 
which the Roma challenge the nation-state takes place 
within the practical encounter between the Roma and any 
given European nation-state, and this challenge is therefore 
much more tangible than the first one. This latter challenge 
takes its point of departure in the results from the first part 
of the analysis, as the Roma by virtue of not imagining 
hinder the creation of a political platform for dialogue on 
which real interaction with the practical nation-state can 
happen. With other words, it has been argued that the 
various subgroups do not adapt to the idea of the ‘Roma’ 
and thus do not abide by the concept of the imagined 
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community or nation-state. Thus challenging the nation-state 
on a theoretical level arguably causes difficulties within the 
practical encounter between ‘Roma’ and the nation-state, as 
well.  
 
The second part of analysis has accounted for the pan-
European discourse of Roma. As has been argued, ‘othering’ 
and discrimination of the Roma is common within the 
European nation-states. It has been argued that this can be 
seen as a means of relating and thereby attempt to manage 
the Roma by the nation-state by constructing one 
homogenously imagined Roma group. Moreover, this leads 
to the reassertion of the nation-state's imagined sovereignty 
to decide who rightfully belongs to the nation-state. 
However, ‘othering’ the Roma by portraying them as a 
social problem and by discriminating against the Roma 
within social life (employment and education have served as 
two examples), has not been exclusively beneficiary to the 
nation-states. Though it creates a stronger imagined 
community of the imagined majority, the Roma as an actual 
social problem has undesired practical consequences for the 
function and reproduction of the nation-state. 
 
As outlined within the introductory part on the Roma, the 
minority is discursively portrayed as a ‘social problem’. 
Additionally, the second part of the analysis has revealed 
aspects of evidential value pointing out that the Roma do 
face social problems in real life. It has been indicated within 
the analysis that the persistence of the discursive articulation 
of ‘Roma as a social problem’ lets nation-states pass on 
responsibility to the supranational organization of the EU. 
The passing on of responsibility can be interpreted as 
possibly resulting from the nation-states’ failure to manage 
the ‘Roma problem’. In other words, the passing on of 
responsibility arguably also points to the failure to force the 
Roma into the concept of a nation-state in order to create a 
platform for political dialogue on which to address the Roma 
and handle the ‘Roma problem’. The incompatibility of the 
Roma with the nation-state framework arguably might result 
in a surrendering of sovereignty to the EU, since nation-
states either will not or are incapable of handling the 
problem themselves. Essentially because the Roma do not 
abide by the idea of the imagined community or nation-state 
on a theoretical level of the concept, it has visible 
consequences on the level of the practical encounter, namely 
as a possible loss of sovereignty of the nation-state itself. 
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Due to what the Roma do not do and do not have, 
difficulties within the practical encounter sometimes are of 
exceptional character compared to those difficulties that are 
to be found within the encounter between other minorities, 
who do abide by the parameters of nation-statehood, and the 
nation-state. In this regard, the following section will firstly 
outline common features that the Roma share with other 
minorities and then elaborate on the decisive exceptional 
features that make the Roma stand out in their encounter 
with the nation-state compared to other minorities. 
 
A THEORETICAL COMPARISON OF THE ROMA WITH OTHER 
MINORITIES 
The section ‘Contemporary challenges to the nation-state’ 
presented a short overview of how migration and minorities 
practically challenge the European nation-state. As Benedict 
Anderson’s notion of the nation as imagined, limited and 
sovereign has been used throughout this project as 
comprising the entire cultural-political concept of ‘nation-
state’, the thoughts of Jürgen Habermas were related to and 
structured according to Anderson’s parameters (both to be 
found within the theoretical section). To briefly summarize 
the points made in the section, it can be said that the social 
cohesion of the imagined parameter was potentially 
threatened by multicultural policies, since they entail a 
replacement of the ethnic and historical foundation of the 
nation-state with a new political foundation of recognition 
that does not represent the imagined majority. The limited 
parameter is being challenged by the mere presence of 
minorities, since they have settled in a context which is not 
‘theirs’ and thereby have not respected the premise of this 
parameter - that people must stay in their own limited 
national territory. Finally, the sovereign parameter is 
challenged when membership of the EU entails a decline in 
border control – the pillar of sovereignty. Also, the abidance 
by international decrees regarding the admittance of 
refugees challenges the sovereignty of the nation-state.  
 
Although Habermas does not refer directly to anything 
except the actual encounter between a nation-state and 
minorities, it has been argued so far that the theoretical or 
imaginative level, referring to concept of nation-statehood, 
influences the actual encounter between the Roma and the 
nation-state. The following theoretical comparative 
discussion about the ways in which the Roma challenge the 
European nation-state will therefore elaborate on the 
symbolic and practical aspects jointly in regard to the actual 
challenge to the nation-state. In conclusion, it will be 
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deliberated whether the Roma pose a greater challenge to the 
nation-state than minorities that do in fact meet the three 
nation-statehood parameters on the theoretical level coined 
by Benedict Anderson (imagined, limited and sovereign). 
Since this project has not gone into other actual minorities, 
as this would be too vast a field of investigation given the 
scope of this particular project, the comparison will draw on 
the thoughts put forward by Habermas within the theoretical 
section. 
 
The findings of the analysis have led to the assumption that 
a minority that does in fact correspond to the theoretical 
paradigms of imagined, limited, and sovereign would not 
challenge the idea of the nation-statehood on the theoretical 
level. Hence the entire conceptual base that underlies the 
practical encounter between minority and nation-state would 
not be challenged to the same extent as it, arguably, is the 
case with the ‘Roma’. It can be assumed that if a minority 
complies with the theoretical concept of the nation-state, the 
encounter between minority and host-nation-state might be 
less difficult for the latter since the nation-statehood is 
acknowledged and reproduced within the encounter. In order 
to find aspects that confirm this assumption, similarities and 
differences between the ‘Roma’ and other minorities, 
according to them abiding by the paradigm of nation-
statehood, will be outlined. 
SIMILARITIES 
Naturally, as it has been argued in the second part of the 
analysis, the Roma function as an ‘other’ within the 
European nation-state. They are an ‘other’, similar to any 
other minority, since this ‘other’ is different from the 
hegemonic majority. The presence of an ‘other’ threatens the 
limited parameter of the nation-state, in the sense that its 
borders become permeable and no longer function to 
position the ‘other’ outside the borders of the nation-state. 
The ‘other’ is within the nation-state’s hegemonic cultural 
and social structures. It should be mentioned at this point 
though, despite the before mentioned difficulty to ‘other’ the 
‘Roma’, because they do not group, their mere presence 
represents an ‘other’ to the nation-state and thus challenges 
its cultural and territorial limitations. Along the same lines, 
Habermas argues that the decline in border control by 
membership of the Schengen Agreement the sovereignty of 
the nation-state is threatened. The nation-state is deprived of 
its ability to control whether minorities enter the nation-state 
and settle illegally. In this respect, the ‘Roma’ do not form 
an exception. Just like any other minority they are able to 
move more freely and enter the nation-state within Europe. 
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Thus, in this respect they challenge the nation-state’s 
sovereignty, but also its limitation, just like any other 
minority does. 
 
There exists another challenge to the nation-state that does 
not mirror any differences to other minorities. Habermas 
argues that the occurrence of multicultural policies of 
inclusion threatens the social cohesion of the hegemonic 
majority within nation-states, as it opens up for the 
toleration of other cultural parameters. Consequently, the 
hegemonic cultural homogeneity or nation-statehood of a 
nation-state is challenged. In this respect, two of Anderson’s 
parameters are faced with challenge; the imagined and the 
limited, as the social cohesion might be challenged within 
the nation-state territory. Multicultural policies loosen the 
hegemonic cultural and social cohesion or nation-statehood 
by acknowledging other cultural identities. As stated before, 
the ethnic and historical foundation of the nation-state, 
referring to the imagined ethnic homogeneity, gives way to a 
new political foundation of recognition. Roma can, just as 
any other minority, be seen as initiating the implementation 
of multicultural policies as they are part of the increasing 
migration within the EU and thus have furthered the creation 
of multicultural policies. 
DIFFERENCES 
To begin with, one similarity has to be re-mentioned, as it 
cannot be exclusively categorized as representing a 
similarity between the Roma and other minorities. The 
previously outlined aspect of being an ‘other’ to the nation-
state also bears exceptional features of the Roma. Since the 
Roma do not have a territorial kin-state, it can be argued that 
other minorities with a common territorial kin-state, in 
contrast to the Roma, have a territory in which their 
‘otherness’ is part of the national imagined majority. The 
Roma, however, cannot assemble on such a physical space 
and thus it can be argued that no matter where they are, they 
may not ever be able to escape the categorization of being an 
‘other’. 
 
Another decisive exceptional feature of the Roma, which has 
been elaborated on within the second part of the analysis, 
should be mentioned. Unlike other minorities, the Roma are 
an independent part of the EU-agenda. As stated within the 
introductory part on the Roma, this is partly being expressed 
by the pan-European discourse that surrounds the Roma. 
The Roma become an issue that is addressed from the 
supranational institution of the EU. Thus the EU takes part 
of the nation-state’s sovereignty. As stated within the 
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section, which used the notions of Habermas to explain 
contemporary challenges of the nation-state, the 
establishment of various supranational institutions poses a 
threat to the notion of the nation-state as sovereign. It has 
been argued that regular minorities challenge the 
sovereignty of nation-states just as much as the Roma as 
they are all part of multicultural policies. Nevertheless, it 
can be argued that the ‘Europeanization’ of the ‘Roma issue’ 
represents a considerably greater interference into the 
nation-state’s sovereignty compared to the adaption of 
national policies to a more multicultural framework, as the 
former equips the supranational organization with the power 
to actively interfere within the nation-state. 
 
A final exceptional feature is to be found within the context 
of Roma organization and mobilization. Most minorities are 
referred to with reference to either their geographical kin-
state or their religious beliefs. In this project, however, it has 
been argued that the term ‘Roma’ is used to refer to a very 
heterogeneous line of subgroups, and by virtue of the fact 
that the people who are referred to as Roma may not 
consider themselves as such, it is only natural that political 
or social organizations may have difficulties finding broad 
political support among the Roma. Thus, though other 
minority groups may experience similar problems 
organizing, the cause for the lack of Roma mobilization is 
very different, since they may not at all affiliate themselves 
with the political category that has been imposed on them. 
Where other minorities might merely face the problem of 
being acknowledged by host-nation-states, the Roma 
arguably more or less fail in reaching this level of the 
political platform on which a recognition of them could take 
place, since the elite struggle to create a united voice. 
Whereas other minorities might be able to formulate 
common political goals, the Roma cannot and thus fail to 
provide a united voice that can enter into a dialogue with the 
nation-state on a political platform. It should be mentioned 
that this last difference rather undermines the theoretical 
idea of an imagined community or nation-state. On the 
theoretical level this aspect challenges all three parameters 
of Anderson; the imagined, limited, sovereign, whereas 
within the practical encounter it cannot be put in direct 
connection as a threat to one of the three of an actual nation-
state. However, as has been argued, the practical functions 
of the nation-state may indirectly be hindered due to the 
presence of the Roma and their lack of nation-statehood. 
The cause of not identifying with nation-statehood resulting 
in lack of mobilization represents a major difference in the 
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encounter between the Roma and the nation-state compared 
to other minorities. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In view of the findings of the analysis and the elaborations 
within the discussion, it can be concluded that the Roma do 
pose a greater challenge to the nation-state than minorities 
that abide  by the nation-state concept – and thereby help 
reproduce it – since the Roma not only challenge the 
functions of the nation-state but nation-statehood itself. The 
analysis and the following discussion have revealed that the 
idea of the ‘Roma’ as one imagined community is a mere 
construct. The various Roma do therefore not fit into the 
theoretical framework of an imagined community or nation-
state and thus arguably can be seen as an exceptional case 
when it comes to the actual practical encounter between the 
heterogeneous Roma and the nation-state. It can be said that 
other minorities that possess a kin-state and a general 
imagination of themselves as one community do not 
challenge the nation-state to the same extent, as they 
acknowledge and reproduce the theoretical concept of the 
nation-state by virtue of abiding by Anderson’s three 
parameters - the imagined, limited and sovereignty. By 
imagining themselves according to the nation-statehood 
paradigm, ‘regular’ minorities are thus able to enter into 
dialogue with their host nation-state. Because the Roma 
refuse or are unable to adapt to the theoretical idea of nation-
statehood, the creation of a platform for dialogue cannot be 
reached and consequently, within the encounter, affects both 
the functions of the nation-state and the Roma’s co-
existence within it. Thus, it can be concluded that the Roma 
challenge the nation-state on two levels. Not only the actual 
function of the nation-state is challenged but even the very 
idea or concept of the nation-state or nation-statehood is 
undermined. 
 
REFLECTIONS 
 
It has been argued that the Roma do in fact not consider 
themselves one collective group in accordance to Benedict 
Anderson’s parameters of imagined, limited and sovereign, 
since the category ‘Roma’ is generally used in too wide a 
sense which covers many heterogeneous Romani sub-groups 
of ‘Gypsies’. Despite this aspect, the project has solely 
addressed the discourse and the practical circumstances 
regarding the collected ‘Roma’ minority - the category of 
the ‘Roma’ - and the term has been used and thus 
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reproduced for analytical purposes. But the project has not 
gone much in depth with whether these subgroups actually 
imagined themselves internally according to Anderson’s 
parameters. Some of the authors used have argued that the 
‘Roma’ rather identify according to clans and families, i.e. 
also the actual Romani subgroups. Considering this aspect, it 
has been argued that the idea of the ‘Roma’ in its broad 
sense implicitly challenges the nation-state on the concept-
level, but also on the practical level of encounter between 
the ‘Roma’ and the nation-state as such. The practical 
challenge has been explained in terms of the difficulty to 
‘other’ the ‘Roma’ collectively, as this arguably inhibits the 
creation of a platform for political dialogue between the 
nation-state and ‘Roma’.  
 
The analysis has opened up the question, whether abolishing 
the term ‘Roma’ with a new focus of addressing the 
different subgroups themselves result in a challenge of the 
nation-state smaller in scale? If further study revealed that 
these actual subgroups do in fact imagine themselves each as 
one limited “nation”, which would cover two of Benedict 
Anderson’s parameters (imagined and limited) in what 
makes up a nation (and nation-state as used in this project), 
then it can in fact be argued that this may be the case, on a 
theoretical level. As the discussion features a deliberation on 
the differences between the ways in which the Roma and 
other minorities challenge the nation-state, it can now be 
argued that abolishing the category ‘Roma’ and instead 
referring to the subgroup (if they do identify with these), 
could in fact reduce the subgroup in question to a mere 
‘other’ to the nation-state on a practical level and no longer 
an ‘other’ to nation-statehood, since this sub-group would 
imagine itself according to at least two of Benedict 
Anderson’s parameters and thereby create a platform for 
political dialogue, which has been argued to be less 
challenging to the nation-state as this sort of ‘other’ might 
be possible to address collectively. However, this reflection 
still leaves the question of whether the persistent non-
territory claim still functions as too grave a difference to 
nation-statehood that they may still be perceived as this kind 
of ‘other’ as well. Despite the taken-for granted nature of the 
idea that a nation must necessarily have its own territory, 
this idea can be in fact be challenged. Benedict Anderson’s 
three parameters do not explicitly articulate the importance 
of a territorial belonging, as he mainly explains the creation 
of a community on an imaginative level. Only this project 
has used his theory in the wider sense of referring to a 
physical space, as well. Furthermore, it is a well known fact 
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that cultures and thus imagined communities cross physical 
borders; an aspect that arguably also weakens the taken-for-
grantedness of the territory-claim.  
 
 Another aspect that has not been delved into is whether the 
Roma would actually like to be included into the majority. 
Though further study may prove that to be the case, it can 
still be argued that in spite of the desire for some ‘Roma’ to 
be integrated, the real question is whether they can actually 
be fully integrated into any nation-state, due to their way of 
(not) imagining themselves as part of some nation. With 
other words, based on the findings of the analysis it can be 
questioned whether any one person categorized as ‘Roma’ 
could ever be included into any nation-state, since they do 
not abide by the rules of the nation-state framework in the 
sense that they do not imagined themselves as one 
community. However, it should be acknowledged that this 
incompatibility solely points towards an endless vicious 
circle when it comes to solving the existing ‘Roma 
problem’, referring to the inclusion into the nation-state. 
Thus the findings put forward within this project cannot be 
seen as to depict the very cause that underlies the current 
‘Roma problem’ within the actual nation-state and the EU. 
Nevertheless, if not most importantly, the depicted 
incompatibility between the ‘Roma’ and the nation-state 
reproduces the ‘Roma problem’. 
 
Coming back to the problem of inclusion, the continuous use 
of the category ‘Roma’ from the perspective of hegemonic 
imagined communities (a nation-state, the EU, the UN, etc) 
might make it virtually impossible to be included, since the 
use of the term arguably always entails an ‘othering’ from 
the majority culture. As stated within the introductionary 
part on the ‘Roma’ pan-European discourses serve the 
purpose to depict the ‘Roma’ as opposed to the European 
culture. For example, in Hungary the aim of Roma policy 
(and minority policies in general) became to prevent further 
loss of identity,  
 
“amongst Hungary’s already largely assimilated 
national and ethnic minorities […] Therefore, in 
order to give substance to this political approach, 
the primary aim of policy towards the Roma 
became the creation of institutions to represent 
these identities […]” (Kovats 2000:250). 
 
Therefore, by virtue of politically emphasizing the 
importance of remaining “ Roma” anti-assimilation is in fact 
encouraged. It can be argued then that the pan-European 
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discursive articulation of one collective ‘Roma’ minority 
mirrors an attempt to force the heterogeneous ‘Roma’ into 
the framework of the nation-state, but also implicitly enables 
the hegemonic majority to collectively ‘other’ and hence 
handle them in the sense of interacting, but also managing 
them. Thus, the term “Roma” can be seen as always 
entailing a very uneven distribution of power, and therefore 
the “Roma” can never be included in the nation-state on 
equal terms with the hegemonic majority.  
 
This train of thought bears a decisive aspect: it can be 
argued, regardless of the attempts by the hegemonic 
majority to group many Romani subgroups as one “Roma” 
minority in order to address and handle the ‘Roma problem’, 
there will always be a clash between the very broad ‘Roma’ 
category and any imagined community simply due to the 
fact that the ‘Roma’ seem to be incompatible with the 
nation-state concept; this incompatability has been identified 
in the first part of the analysis since the heterogeneous 
distinct ‘Roma’ do not seem to show any serious attempts of 
adapting to the idea of one imagined community or nation-
state and do thereby threaten the legitimacy of the nation-
state concept. In light of the argument that the Roma are 
incompatible with the nation-state concept, it can be 
questioned whether passing on the ‘problem’ to the EU 
contributes to any improvement in regard to the ‘Roma 
problem’. This question is based on the perception that the 
European Union can arguably just as much as a nation-state 
been seen as an imagined community, since they are 
arguably both based on the imagination of Benedict 
Anderson’s three parameters (imagined, limited, sovereign),: 
This argument invites the question: how can the ‘Roma 
problem’ be successfully resolved just within the setting of 
another imagined community? To put in a nutshell, by 
passing on the ‘Roma problem’ to the EU, the very same 
‘problem’ does not leave the theoretical framework of the 
nation-state. It can be argued that within the imagined 
community of the EU the same dialogical problems will 
occur, since the politically unorganized “Roma” category 
makes the establishment of a political platform for dialogue 
impossible.  
 
Although the theory section of this project only include 
Habermas’ thoughts in a very limited fashion, the foregoing 
considerations to some extent pick up the underlying 
sentiment of his critique of the nation-state - that it is an 
outdated concept of political organization in light of the 
highly globalized world of today. Since the ‘Roma problem’ 
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can arguably not be handled within any framework based on 
Benedict Anderson’s three parameters (imagined, limited, 
sovereign), the continuous ‘Roma problem’ can be seen as 
adding to the outdated nature of the concept. 
 
Another example which may also expose the fact that the 
nation-state concept may not apply to all peoples is that of 
Afghanistan. In short in can be said that the decisive aspect 
that shows parallels to the ‘Roma’ is the primary 
identification of the rural population; this part of the Afghan 
population identify with clan elderlies rather than with the 
head representative of the nation-state, Hamid Karzai. “The 
Afghan notion of identity […] is formed in relation to 
others: to family, to community, to tribe or ethnic group” 
(Carlisle 2010:48). Hence, the idea of one imagined Afghan 
national community – of which the president is the symbol –  
is arguably rather imposed onto the Afghan people, since the 
primary source of identification is not the nation-state itself 
but other more dispersed communities. The similarity to 
Roma is therefore that the application of a political category, 
whether it be “Roma” or “Afghan”, is made by actors 
external to the identification source of the people being 
categorized., Thus, this example of Afghanistan may be seen 
as another example of the non-universality of the nation-
state concept, since people may identify with other types of 
communities.  
 
Naturally, all the arguments put forward in this section of 
the project open up to the great question of whether the 
nation-state concept as the salient principle of world-
organization ought be rethought, since the accumulation of 
many factors, including the persistent ‘Roma problem’, 
challenge the very functionality of the concept. This is an 
obvious starting point for further study.  
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